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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, : Civil Action
et al., No. H-79-704 (JAC)
Plaintiffs
V. . Superfund Records Center
. SITE: SRS
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE : BREAK: __10.9
OF NEW ENGLAND, INC., OTHER: __$5035T
Defendant :

CERTIFICATION OF JAMES R. HULM

JAMES R. HULM, of full age, certifies as follows:

1. I am the Vice President of defendant Solvents
Recovery Service of New England, Inc. ("SRSNE") and a licensed
professional engineer in the State of New Jersey. I make this
certification in response to the Declaration of Matthew
Hoagland ("Hoagland Dec.") submitted by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") in support of its
motion to enforcé the provisions of the Consent Decree entered
in this action on February 23, 1983, and for other relief.

2. The Consent Decree, as set forth in the Hoagland
Declaration, contemplateé three general types of activity to be
undertaken by-SRSNE. The first is the Facility Improvements
and Pollution Prevention Measures contemplated by Paragraph 7

of the Consent Decree (Hoagland Dec., 911). The second is the
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Program for Abatement and Containment of Groundwater Pollution
at and in the Immediate Vicinity of SRSNE contemplated by
Paragraphs 8-11 of the Consent Decree ("On-Site System",
Hoagland Dec., Y12). The third is the Program for Isolation
and Containment of Groundwater Pollution Beyond the Influence
of the Groundwater Recovery System contemplated by Paragraphs
12-13 of the Consent Decree ("Off-Site System", Hoagland‘Dec.,
116) .

3. Over the past seven years I and other officers of
SRSNE, as well as consultants retained by SRSNE to achieve
compliance with the Consent Decree, have provided EPA with
plans, designs, as-buillt data, test results and other infor-
mation relating to our implementation of the three programs.
The EPA personnel with whom we have communicated are many. Our
original contacts were John R. Moebes, Chief of the Waste
Response and Compliance Branch (Region 1), and his staff mem-
bers Joseph DeCola and Barbara McAllister. Joel Blumstein of
the EPA's Office of Regional Counsel was also an early con-
tact. As of January 1985, David Webster became the Project
Manager, and as of December 1985, Heather M. Ford succeeded to
Mr. Moebes' responsibilities. In October of 1986, Joel R.
Balmat became the Remedial Project Manager; in the following
year he was succeeded by David Lang. During this period John
Podgurski, a chemical engineer, was frequently on the site as
an EPA representative. 1In 1988, Ms. Ford's duties were taken

over by Margaret J. Leshen, Chief of the Connecticut Superfund
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Section, and Merrill S. Hohman, Director of the Waste
Management Division. Matthew Hoagland, on whose declaration
the EPA relies, did not become involved with the SRSNE site
until January of 1989 (Hoagland Dec., 94). This certification
and its exhibits set forth the prior background of communi-
cations between SRSNE and the EPA concerning the on-site system
which is necessary to evaluate and respond to the Hoagland
Declaration.

4. Attached hereto in chronological order are copies
of documents in the files of SRSNE dating back to the early
submissions under the Consent Decree in 1983 and relevant to
issues raised in the EPA's motion. These documents are identi-
fied as follows: ’

Exhibit 1. Letter dated August 29, 1983, from SRSNE's
counsel to John R. Moebes df EPA.

Exhibit 2. Letter dated September 23, 1983, from John
R. Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE.

Exhibit 3. Letter dated October 6, 1983, from John R.
Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE.

Exhibit 4. Letter dated October 17, 1983, from James
R. Hulm of SRSNE to John R. Moebes of EPA.

Exhibit 5. Letter dated October 27, 1983, from James
R. Hulm of SRSNE to John Moebes of EPA.

Exhibit 6. Letter dated November 28, 1983, from John

R. Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE.
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Exhibit 7. Letter dated December 16, 1983, from John
R. Moebes of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE.

Exhibit 8. Letter dated January 13, 1984, from James
R. Hulm of SRSNE to John R. Moebes of EPA.

Exhibit 9. Letter dated December 19, 1984, from
Stephen R. Kellogg of YWC to James R. Hulm of SRS.

Exhibit 10. Press release dated May 21, 1985.

Exhibit 11. Press release dated December 20, 1985.

Exhibit 12. Letter dated March 3, 1986, from James R.
Hulm of SRSNE to Joel Blumstein, Esqg., of EPA.

Exhibit 13. Letter dated May 12, 1986; from James R.
Hulm of SRSNE to.David Webster of EPA.

Exhibit 14. Letter dated August 7, 1986, from Heather
M. Ford of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE.

Exhibit 15. Letter dated September 22, 1986, from
Heather M. Ford of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE.

Exhibit 16. Letter dated November 25, 1985, from
James R. Hulm of SRSNE to Joel Balmat of EPA, with enclosures.

Exhibit 17. Letter dated July 17, 1987, from Robert
E. Kaliszewskl of Connecticut DEP to James R. Hulm of SRS,
enclosing draft NPDES permit and EPA's comments.

Exhibit 18. Letter dated October 17, 1988, from Keith
E. Warner of YWC to Margaret Leshen of EPA.

Exhibit 19. Letter dated November 7, 1989, from

Margaret Leshen of EPA to James Hulm of SRSNE.
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Exhibit 20. Letter dated November 22, 1989, from
Carleton H. Boll of SRSNE to Margaret Leshen of EPA.

5. I have reviewed Paragraph 3G of the Hoagland
Declaration and the accompanying footnote which states that Mr.
Hoagland received the documents from which he made his well
depth calculations in the Information Request Response sub-
mitted by SRSNE in January of 1990. It is true that these
documents were included in the Information Request Response,
but they had previously been sent to Joel Balmat of EPA on
November 25, 1986 (see Exhibit 16). Among the few documents
included in the Information Request Response that had not
already been furnished to EPA was the contemporaneous well log
prepared by SRSNE's consultants, York Wastewater Consultants,
Inc.; a copy of which is annexed hereto as Exhibit 21.

6. I have also reviewed Paragraphs 87 and 88 of the
Hoagland Decla;ation and the accompanying exhibits, which state
that SRSNE failed to adhere to the schedule established by the
Consent Decree for failing to submit hydraulic verification
reports. It is unquestionably true that some of SRSNE's
reports were not submitted on time, and some were not submitted
at all. I have no explanation for this lapse except to state
that it was certainly not intentional, since SRSNE has consis-
tently'striven to do everything in its power to comply with the
Consent Decree. I can only state that the omission was inad-

vertent and caused by an administrative oversight.
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7. Attached to this Certification as Exhibit 22 is an
accurate estimate of the costs that SRSNE has incurred through

August, 1990, in complying with the Consent Decree.

8. I certify that the foregoing statements are true.

I am aware that if any of them are false, I am subject to

punishment.

%Z.w L
ﬁ{es R. Hulm

Dated: 7/%/90
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Region One - J. F. Kennedy Building

Boston,

Dear Mr.

to you orally on August 23,

Massachusetts 02203

United States of America v.
Solvents Recovery Service of
New England, Inc.:

SEP 2 1983
GLUU G

Consent Decree

Moebes:

information which you requested at that time.

This will confirm the substance of our proposal made
1983, together with certain additional

Based upon the engineering report dated July 23, 1983

and submitted to you by letter of August 18, 1983, and the supple-

mentary letter report dated August 10,

1983, SRSNE requests that

it and USEPA seek a modification of the consent decree to allow
implementation of an alternative abatement system in lieu of that

recommended by York Wastewater in its July 23,

1983 report.

As set forth in somewhat greater detail in my letter of

August 18, 1983, the system proposed by York to comply with the

performance standard of paragraph 12 of the consent decree at the
location required by the consent decree, is an active pumping sys-
tem requiring the removal of large quantities of water for treat-

ment and discharge.

An active system was not contemplated by SRSNE

at the time it negotiated the decree because preliminary engineer-

ExHIBIT 1
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John R. Moebes August 29, 1983
Page Two

ing from SRSNE's consultants at the time indicated a passive sys-
tem could be made to meet the requirements of paragraph 12 in

that location, i.e. on the City of Southington property. York's
task was to consider only the requirements of paragraph 12 at the
location specified. However, when SRS was informed by York that
only an active system would meet the required standard, it asked
York to consider the alternative of such an active system in an
area of higher concentration of pollutants, namely the area around
wells TW7 and TW7B on the Cianci property.

York has performed a preliminary comparison of a system
based on two large volume wells, a till well and outwash well,
pumping in the vicinity of TW7 and TW7B. Based upon sampling data
from USEPA and that obtained by York in August, 1983, York reported
relative contaminant capture between the two systems. These pre-
liminary calculations demonstrate that whereas the consent decree
location would yield contaminant capture of slightly over two pounds
per day pumping approximately 100,000 gallons per day, the alter-
native system would yield over 250 pounds per day (initially) while
pumping 72,000 gallons per day.

There are several benefits to the alternative system in
lieu of the consent decree system. The consent decree is based on
the theory of a pollutant migration barrier, rather than active
removal of the contaminants in the groundwater on the Cianci prop-
erty. As such, the water in the location specified is of generally
good quality, indeed near the "cutoff" standards of the consent
decree. This was not of material consequence if the system is pas-
sive, as no one seriously contemplated physically removing or dis-
mantling the system just because cutoff conditions were met. How-
ever, in an active system requiring large power and treatment capa-
city, it is to SRS's advantage to shut off the system when cutoff
conditions are met. Because the main body of contaminants are not
being removed by the system, however, the system would have to be
turned on and turned off over the years if shut off conditions were
met and then exceeded by migration of contaminants from the north.
The alternative system in the area of greatest concentration,
achieves a pollutant removal estimated at over 100 times the rate
of the consent decree location. This provides an obvious environ-
mental benefit and should secure a "clean-up" in shorter time than
that presently required.

Provided prompt access to the Cianci property could be
obtained, York is prepared to undertake additional soil borings
in the vicinity of wells TW7 and TW7B to determine subsurface
starta, to perform a pump test in the till/bedrock zone and glacial
outwash area to determine aquifer parameters necessary for sizing
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x John R. Moebes . August 29, 1983
Page Three '

of the recovery wells, and to perform additional ground water sam-
plings as part of an ongoing program to monitor ground water qual-
ity in the area of concern. By October 31, 1983 SRSNE can submit
an engineering report of the recommended alternative for a ground-
water recovery and treatment system on the Cianci property similar
in scope to the July 23, 1983 report as required by paragraph 12
of the consent decree.

It is not possible at this time to determine an exact
schedule for the installation and completion of the system once
approved, but inasmuch as the location and installation of recovery
wells is less complicated than the construction anticipated by the
July 23, 1983 report, one can predict with some confidence that
whatever the time that would have been required under the consent
decree system would be shortened.

It is our understanding that if the foregoing proposal
meets with your approval (you indicated preliminarily that it does
at our meeting of Augqust 23, 1983) we would jointly petition to
modify the consent decree to reflect the alternative system as
proposed, and to make appropriate changes in the language of the
consent decree so as to preserve the substance of it, accommodat-
ing ourselves to the performance criteria of the newly-proposed
system.,

Because the July 23, 1983 report was not submitted to
you until August 18, 1983, and is therefore "late" under the sched-
ule set forth in the consent decree, you have also requested our
position with respect to approximately $9,000 of stipulated penal-
ties pursuant to the consent decree. As we advised you by letter,
the report could have been available in a timely fashion, but be-
cause management felt that it was not an environmentally sound
proposal at that point it requested additional time. Under these
circumstances, we think the imposition of these penalties is not
productive. The company is not rejecting out of hand the payment
of $9,000, and would like to have the issue reconsidered. The com-
pany is prepared to pay the $2,500 penalty assessed with respect
to the delays in completing its Part B Application. We would re-
quest that the $9,000 penalty be held in abeyance at this time un-
til such time as the joint petition is submitted to the Court. If
it cannot be worked out at a later time, the company is amenable
to having the Court consider whether penalties are warranted.

I should hasten to add, so there is no question with
respect to the running of additional penalties, that on August 23,
1983 we advised you that the company was prepared to implement the
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" John R. Moebes , - August 29, 1983
Page Four '

York report of July 23, 1983, and that you should consider the re-
port as having been submitted to you without reservation as of
August 23, 1983.

Very tfuly yburs,

AN

Michael L. Rodbur

MLR:enf

cc: Mr. Joel Blumstein
Suzanne Langile, Esqg.
Mr. Carlton H. Boll
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J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203
September 23, 1983

Mr. James Hulm

Vice President

Solvents Recovery Service of
New England

Lazy Lane

Southington, Connecticut 06489

Re: U.S. vs. Solvents Recovery Service of New England (SRSNE)
Consent Decree - Paragraph 8, U.S. EPA Comments

Dear Mr. Hulm:

This letter is sent pursuant to paragraph 14 of the above referenced
Consent Decree in response to the engineering report entitled
"Multipoint Shallow Well Groundwater Recovery System" dated June

23, 1983 submitted by SRSNE under paragraph 8 of the Decree entitled
"Program for Abatement and Containment of Groundwater Pollution at
and in the Immediate Vicinity of SRSNE.

The information submitted by SRSNE was timely, but does not
comprehensively address all of the requirements of paragraph 8

of the Decree,and therefore,we find the report unacceptable in its
present form. In order to correct the deficiencies, SRSNE should
submit a revised report within 30 days of receipt of this letter
which addresses the comments set out below:

1) A major shortcoming of the report is the ommission of information
concerning the projected zone of influence of the groundwater
recovery system. This issue was discussed at length during the
settlement negotiations. While EPA recognizes the complexity of
determining the precise shape of the drawdown due to the non-homo-
geneous stratigraphy at the site, we believe that a "target" cone

of influence must be identified and established based upon projected
well construction and varied pumping rates. Associated with this,
there must be an_engineering analysis to def;;gég;rgng_gggipum
sizing, location and spacing Oof the individu points.

™

2) EPA and its contractors have consistently felt that each well
must be designed to be individually sampled by manual techniques
before mixing in the header. The objective of this sampling is to
provide data which can be used to adjust pumping rates of the
individual wells of the groundwater recovery system in order to
address the areas of heaviest contamination.

4
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3) There is no redundancy in pump capacity. The concept of using
two separate header systems for the groundwater recovery system is
sound:; however, each pump is designed to handle only half of the
projected system load. In order to insure continuous drawdown in
the event of pump failure, there should be either a third standby
pump or each of the two proposed pumps should have the capacity
and valving to handle at least 80% of the full load.

4) Some effort should be made to check the adequacy of PVC as a
material of construction for wells where solvent concentrations in
groundwater are in the "percent" range. This system must be designed
to last at least five years and should consider stainless steel

well screens and threaded joints in this regard.

5) There is some inconsistency in the suction pump specification.
Page 10 of the engineering report shows a design discharge pressure
of 50 psi and page 12 of Appendix B shows 30 psi.

6) A list of existing monitoring wells which will be part of the
hydraulic verification system should be given and the number,
location, size, depth, and design of any new wells which will be
part of the verification system should be more clearly identified.

7) The equipment and methods which will be used to measure water
table elevations at each monitoring point should be discussed.

8) The approach which will be used for reporting hydraulic performance
(e.g., tables, drawing depicting cone of influence) as required
under paragraph 8E of the Decree should be detailed.

9) Paragraph 8D of the Consent Decree requires that the groundwater
system be operated continuously. In order to verify this and to
monitor the system flow, a tamper-proqf flow totalizer should be
installed in the water line between the header system connecting

. the well points and all downstream receivers. Flow volume should

be periodically reported and the total annual volume of groundwater
recovered should not be allowed to drop below 95% of design.

g L ese ~
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10) The proposed sampling protocols should be identified in accordance
with the Consent Decree and an appropriate Quality Assurance/Quality
Control program identified.

Should you have any questions concerning the above comments, please:
contact Joe DeCola at (617)223-5766, or Barbara McAllister at '
(617)223-5775, the technical staff presently assigned to this

case.

Sincerely,

/ﬁéoebes , Chief

Waste Response & Compliance Branch

cc: Suzanne Lagille, Esqg.
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October 6, 1983

Mr. James Hulm

Vice President

Solvents Recovery Service
of New England

1200 Sylvan Street
Linden, NJ 07036

Re: U.S. v. Solvents Recovery Service of New England:
Ccnsent Decree - Paragraphs 12 and 13

Dear Mr. Hulm:

This is in response to Mr. Michael Rodburg's letter to me, dated
August 29, 1983.

The EPA Region I agrees that the parties should seek to modify
paragraphs 12 and 13 of the Consent Decree to allow implementation
of an alternative active abatement system in lieu of that recommended
by York Wastewater in their report "Engineering Report for Off-Site
Groundwater Interceptor System Hydraulic Performance Verification
System and Final Connecticut DEP Permit Application,® dated July

23, 1983. EPA is now in the process of drafting language to modify
paragraphs 12 and 13, and will send this to you by mid-October.
After your review of the language, EPA would like to meet with you
and the intervenors to discuss the performance criteria of the

newly proposed system and the specific language for paragraphs 12
and 13. However, you should be aware that our preliminary opinion
is that a pumping rate of 50 gpm may be inadequate to meet EPA's
remedial action response objectives., Additionally, we are concerned
about the feasibility of access to the Cianci property. Much of

the work you propose to do depends on prompt access to the Cianci
property which, we understand, is for sale. Access to that property
must be assured if SRSNE's suggested off-site remedy is to be
feasible.

Because EPA Region I and SRSNE have tentatively agreed to modify

the Consent Decree, EPA proposes to postpone our review of the
July 23rd report pending agreement on an appropriate alternative
off-site system. Pursuant to paragraph 1l4(c) of the Consent Decree,
EPA would ordinarily have to provide any comments on the YWC report
by October 23, 1983. We believe it is appropriate that our technical
review of the submittal be held in abeyance since this report does

not necessarily represent SRSNE's final design,

RGO
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Finally, in the letter of August 29th, the issue of stipulated penalties
was also discussed. EPA's position is that SRSNE is required to pay
$9,000 in stipulated penalties for failure to submit the engineering
report for the off-site system by July 23, 1983. 1In addition, SRSNE

is required to pay $38,500 in stipulated penalties for failure to submit
in a timely manner the engineering report for on-site facility
improvements pursuant to paragraph 7 of the Decree. That report,

due July 15, 1983, was submitted to EPA on September 20, 1983. If

an acceptable agreement on stipulated penalties cannot be reached

prior to presenting Consent Decree modifications to the Court, EPA
intends to seek such amounts through the Court.

Should you have any questions about this letter, please notify
Barbara McAllister, the technical contact presently assigned to
this case at (617)223-5775. We will contact you to arrange a
m-2ting date to discuss modifications to the Consent Decree.

Sincerely,
/\
PN ~%

John R. Moebes, Chief
Waste Response & Compliance Branch

!
Reey
cc:‘QMr. Joel Blumstein, Esq. %)%F}A « <ﬁ?>
(AMs. Sheila Jones, Esq. o] ad ol <;é~5~49

?}uu David Kelly, Esqg.. p=%%\
(M

s. Suzanne Langille, Esqg.
Mr. Michael Rodburg, Esqg. h CiI:ib(i?:>
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SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE
'OF NEW ENGLAND, INC.

P. O. BOX 382

SOUTHINGTON, CONN, 06489

PHONE: (203) 628-8084

October 17, 1983

Mr. John R. Moebes, Chief

Waste Management Division

Waste Response Compliance Branch
USEPA - Region I

J. F. Kennedy Building

Boston, Massachusetts 02203

Re: U.S.A. v. Solvents Recovery Service
of New England, Inc. Consent Decree
Paragraphs 12 and 13

Dear Mr. Moebes:

This letter is in response to your letter of October 6, 1983.

It is fair to say that our experience thus far with USEPA -
Region I in the implementation of the consent decree and in

the processing our 'Part B application has not been a good
one. Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Inc. is a small
company with a small facility. We have operated at a loss for
nearly two years. We have had to contend with the engineering
of the shallow well system, the major plant reconstruction, the
intercept system, the Part B permitting, the Connecticut DEP de-
mands which are in many respects inconsistent with the USEPA de-
mands, and very substantial other claims and-demands upon the
company's quite limited resources. ’

The often rigid and hypertechnical demands made by your agency
upon us over the last months have strained our resources to their
limits. We thought that in retaining highly qualified consultants
and in dedicating ourselves to the task at hand, we could work
with you in a cooperative spirit and accomplish our mutual goals.
Your insistence on extreme penalties, despite our good faith ef-
forts, the threats to relieve us of interim status, and, in your
most recent correspondence, your apparent unwillingness or in-
abikity to even now temper your demands for penalties leads us to
conclude that no useful purpose would be served in attempting to
modify the consent decree.

The proposed modifications to the consent decree would only mar-

ginally benefit SRS New England, while being of substantial ben--
fit to the environment. However, it is clear from your letter

EXKIBIT
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Mr. John R. Moebes, Chief ,
Waste Response Compliance Branch
October 17, 1983

Page Two

of October 6, 1983 that it will reguire enormous time and energy
to negotiate modifications to the consent. decree, to seek and
obtain access to the Cianci property, and to perform the addition-
al testing and engineering work which will further strain the re-
sources of the company and divert its attention from the Part B
permitting process, the plant reconstruction, and all other as-
pects of compliance with the order. We believe it is vital that
we devote all of our efforts to these tasks so as to satisfy all
your requirements. Accordingly, SRS New England does not seek

to modify paragraphs 12 and 13 of the consent decree to allow
implementation pf any alternative abatement system. You should
begin your review of the July 23 report as submitted.

With respect to penalties, we hereby offer you the sum of

$10,000 stipulated penalties in full satisfaction of--all penalties
for violations of the consent order to date. We think ‘any addi-
tional assessment would be counter-productive and punitive, and,
accordingly, if you are not satisfied with that sum, we suggest
you invoke the procedures available to you through the courts.

Very truly yours,

Kz

Jémes'R. Hulm
Vice President
jrh:k

cc: Joel Blumstein, Esqg.
Sheila Jones, Esqg.
David Kelly, Esqg.
Suzanne Langille, Esq.
Michael Rodburg, Esq.

bc: C.H.Boll
R. Hall
S. Kellogg
J. McGlennon
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SOLVERTS RECOVERY SERVICE

OF NEW EKGLAKD, INC.

P. O. BOX 362

SOUTKINGTON, CONN. 068489

PHONE: (203) 628-8084

October 27, 1983

Mr. John Moebes, Chief

Waste Response & Compliance Branch
United States Environmental
Protection Agency

Region I

J.F.K. Federal Building

Boston, Ma. 02203

re: U.S. vs Solvents Recovery Service of New England
(SRSNE) Consent Decree - Paragraph 8,
U.S. EPA Comments Dated September 23, 1983

Dear Mr. Moebes:

In response to your letter dated September 23, 1983 containing
comments for the "Multi-Point Shallow Well Groundwater Recovery
System", Solvents Recovery Service of New England respectfully
of fers the following.

We are enclosing three (3) copies of our revised Engineering
Report for the Shallow Well Groundweter Recovery System dated
October 20, 1983. Also included are three (3) copies of the
revised Appendix B containing the Final Design Plans and Speci-
fications.

SRSNE appreciates your acknowledgement that the report was
submitted in a timely fashion, and we have made modifications
to the Engineering Report and associated drawings to reflect
the comments forwarded by EPA Region I.

Implementation of the changes as proposed by EPA in the Septem-
ber 23, 1983 letter has resulted in an increased capital cost
for installation -of the system. Many of the changes, while
not specifically mandated by the EPA/SRSNE Consent Decree, have
been made to facilitate ease of monitoring the system as re-
quested by EPA. The design as presented for the shallow well
system provides all of the hardware to meet the objectives
stated in the Consent Decree and the Engineering Report. Aall
pumps, piping, and well points have been sized to provide in-
creased pumping rates in the field should aquifer parameters
dictate that this is necessary to meet the projected cone of

influence.
T EXHIBIT S
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. Mr. John Moebes

October 27, 1983
Page 2

SRSNE has, through revision of the Engineering Report and associ-
ated Plans and Specifications, addressed the ten (10) specific
comments referenced in the September 23, 1983 letter. To facil-
itate documentation of incorporation, we are also presenting a
point-by-point response to each of the ten' (10) comments pre-
sented by the EPA.

1) Regarding the comment on projected cone of influence of
the groundwater recovery system, we have provide a series
of calculations in our Engineering Report to address pro-
jected cone of influence and groundwater table drawdown.
In addition, Engineering Drawing Nos. 2 and 3 in Appendix
B to the Report were revised to reflect the target cone of
influence. Aall engineering analyses and drawing revisions
will adequately address point No. 1. Approximate ground-
water contours have been projected based upon theoretical
analysis of groundwater withdrawal, however, actual field
contours may be modified somewhat due to horizontal varia-
tion and lithology.

2) With respect to sampling each individual well for the pur-
pose of adjusting pumping rates, we offer that the present
design of the shallow well points will allow for manual
sampling through the annular space between the individual
well screen/casing and the suction drop pipe. Our engineer
has modified the well point detail on Engineering Drawing
No. 2 in Appendix B to provide better access for both
manual sampling and level detection. The improved design
allows for direct sampling and level measurement through a
1" diameter drop pipe installed in the center of the 2-1/2w
well screen/casing from which the suction will be directly
applied. This detail has been incorporated, although it is
not required by the Consent Decree. '

3) Redundancy in pumping capacity has been addressed in the
existing design. FEach shallow well jet pump is specified
to handle up to 790 gallons per hour at 25' of suction 1lift
and 30 psi of discharge head, thereby proving up to a 1 gpm
pumping rate for each well. fThis flow represents over three
times the anticipated pumping rate required to maintain the
target cone of influence (estimated to be 0.3 gpm per well).
In order to achieve even greater flexibility and standby
capability in the system, our engineer has provided for inter-
connecting the piping on the suction side of both pumps to
allow either pump to operate in the event of a pump failure.
In the opinion of our engineers, this is more than adequate
standby capacity. '
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4) With respect to the utilization of PVC as the material of

construction, we offer that well screens, related pipings,
and fittings will utilize the following materials:

o Well Screen - Stainless Steel

o Well Casing and Drop Pipe - Schedule 40 Carbon
Steel

o} Buried Suction Pipe -~ Schedule 40 Carbon Steel

o Ball Valves - Stainless Steel

These changes have been reflected on the design drawings
and in the technical specifications.

5) The Engineering Report has been modified to indicate con-
sistency with the Specifications. The flow rates as orig-
inally reported in both the Engineering Report and the
Specifications were correct, however, they were at different
discharge pressures (30 psi and 50 psi).

6) With respect to existing monitoring wells which will be part
of the hydraulic verification system, our engineer has added
a significant amount of additional text to the Engineering
Report specifically addressing number, location, size, depth,
and design of new wells required by the Consent Decree.

7) The equipment and methods which will be used to measure water
table elevation at each monitoring point are addressed in the
Specifications. The Specifications call for an "M-Scope Water
Level Indicator™ to be furnished by the contractor for the
owner's use in determining the actual levels in each monitor-
ing well and well point (page 11, paragraph 4.1-04).

8) The approach which will be utilized for reporting hydraulic
performance, including tables and cone of influence, has been
addressed in detail in the revised Engineering Report.

9) With respect to the suggestlon for installation of flow monit-
oring on the system, our engineer has provided for a turbine-
type conventional water meter for installation on the common
discharge line of the two well pumps. The water meter will
be a Hershey Model MVR-50 standard length, and will be of
tamper-proof construction.

With respect to the suggestion that the total recovered an-
nual volume of groundwater being greater than 95% of design,
we offer that this requirement will be impossible to comply
with. It is recognized that the system is operated continu-
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ously, however, the throttling and control of specific well
points will be governed by the localized groundwater draw-
down in a particular area. The actual design flow for the
system is of limited relevance. SRSNE will strive to main-
tain the projected cone of influence, and will coordinate
with the EPA in operating the system®’to meet that object-
ive. It is offered that total annual volume of groundwater -
recovered could vary significantly, depending upon precipi-
tation received in any particular year, and therefore can-
not by definition be regulated as a requirement for the

system.

10) Regarding proposed sampling protocols identified in accor-
dance with the Consent Decree, our engineer has generated
the necessary text to address this item in the revised
Engineering Report. A significant amount of detail was pre-
sented in the orlglnal Engineering Report, and this was ex-
panded to address ' your request.

The key additions to the Engineering Report, Plans and Specifica-
tions has been the addition of a projected cone of influence for
the groundwater recovery system and associated engineering and
hydrogeological calculations to confirm optimum sizing, location,
and spacing of individual well points. While SRSNE felt comfor-
table with the original Engineering Report as presented, we have
incorporated the changes requested by the Environmental Protection
Agency with respect to materials of construction, monitoring, and
presentation of additional data.

truly yours,

/W

James R. Hulm
Vice President
- jrh:k
cc: C. Boll
S. Kellogg, P.E.
J. Loureiro, P.E.
K. Warner, P.E.
M. Rodburg, Esqg.
B. Armet, P.E. A
S. Langille with Attchms

Ver
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. James Hulm

Vice President

Solvents Recovery Service
of New England

1200 Sylvan Street

Linden, NJ 07036

Re: U.S. v. Solvents Recovery Service of New England (SRSNE)
Consent Decree: Paragraphs 12 and 13

Dear Mr. Hulm:

This letter is sent pursuant to paragraph 14 of the above
referenced Consent Decree. It is in response to the "Engineering
Report for Off-Site Groundwater Interceptor System, Hydraulic
Performance Verification System, and Final Connecticut DEP

Permit Application,"” dated July 23, 1983.

EPA has concluded that the interceptor and hydraulic verifi-
cation system design outlined in the report is acceptable

for purposes of achieving the performance standards established
by paragraph 12 of the Consent Decree. However, there are
several areas of the report that need clarification. These
areas, cutlined below, must be addressed in the final engin-
eering report, which you are required to submit within ninety
(90) days of receipt of this letter.

EPA's first concern focuses on the aquifer parameters used
for the system design. In the July 23rd report, York Waste-
water Consultants, Inc. (YWC) noted on pages 26 and 27 that:

"It should be emphasized that the components of

the groundwater recovery system and their indivi-
dual operational rates are based upon aquifer
characterizatton data developed by Wehran and
Warzyn during previous site investigations. This
data is for the most part reliable, however, an
extensive water level monitoring program is planned
during the preliminary operation of the system.
Site specific groundwater measurements collected
during the start-up of the system will be used

to calibrate and refine the pumping rates. Esti-
mated operating rates described in succeeding sec-
tions of this report may be modified based upon

~actual system performance."” EX H‘@'T &
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Further, on page 20 of the report, YWC noted that a wide
range of in-situ permeabilities was found in the wells
screened in the outwash with some estimates as high as

10~ cm/sec. YWC assumed an averade permeability of 5 x 10-2
for the design of the interceptor system.

EPA acknowledges that it is a good idea to calibrate and
refine pumping rates during start-up of the system. However,
EPA is concerned that the installed system may not have the
proper flexibility to permit any needed field modifications
if it is designed based on flow rates derived from an average
permeability value. Therefore, SRSNE should take either one
of the following two approaches in order to ensure that the
system meets the performance specifications of the Consent
Decree:

1) Perform aquifer testing to determine hydraulic character-
istics in the actual location of the proposed system prior
to its design and use this data for purposes of design; or

2) Design the system to handle the highest possible water
flow rate. Good engineering practice dictates that the
system be designed for the worst-case conditions in the
absence of a good data base. Such a system should ensure
the proper number, size and location of wells/pumps, the
proper sizing of all transfer piping, and adequate treat-
ment system capacity. At a minimum, SRSNE should provide
EPA with a projected range of pumping rates and identify
system components which would be sensitive to pumping rate
changes.

Secondly, EPA is concerned that we are unable to reproduce
your calculated influence of the recovery wells based on

the assumptions and methods outlined in the July 23rd report.
Therefore, we request that all of the documented assumptions
and calculations be provided for EPA review in your final
report. Specifically, the statement on page 29 that "...
the outwash recovery well is projected to have a specific
capacity of 24 gpm/ft. of drawdown, and should produce a 0.5
ft. drawdown at the river under a pumping rate of 50 gpm"
must be supported. EPA's position that the July 23rd report
meets the intent of the Consent Decree assumes that SRSNE
will be able to support this statement to our satisfaction. -
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Finally, EPA questions whether SRSNE considered multiple out-
wash wells along the interceptor system line pumping at lower
rates as an alternative to a single well. This approach
would maximize the influence of the system along the line

and would permit greater flexibility for field modifications
should they be required as a result of the 90 day test period.

Should you have any questions concerning the above comments,
please contact Barbara McAllister at (617)223-5775.

i Srete

John R. Moebes, Chief
Waste Response and Compliance Branch

Sincerely

cc. Suzanne Langille, Esq.
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December 16, 1983
Mr. James Hulm
Vice President
Solvents FRecovery Service
of New England
1200 Sylvan Street
Linden, NJ 07036
Re: U.S. v. Solvents Recovery Service of New England
(SRSNE): Consent Decree -- Paragraphs 8-11

Dear Mr. Hulm:

This letter is sent pursuant to paragraph 14 of the above
referenced Consent Decree. It is in response to the revised
engineering report for the shallow well groundwater recovery
syst=n, dated October 20, 1983, and accompanying cover letter,
datec October 27, 1983.

The information submitted by SRSNE was timely and addressed the
majority of EPA's concerns which were outlined in our letter to
you dated September 23, 1983, Therefore, this submittal

meets the requirements of the Consent Decree. Pursuant to
paragraph 8 of the Consent Decree, the EPA therefore expects
SRSNE to commence operation of the shallow well groundwater
recovery system within 12 months of receipt of this letter.

The EPA is, however, concerned about the hydraulic verification
system and the location of the upgradient monitoring wells discussed
in your report. These concerns and specifi: changes to remedy them
are outlined below. ' They were also discussed with you and your
consultants in our meeting of November 30, 1983, in Southington.
EPA's position that the revised report meets the intent of

the Consent Decree assumes that SRSNE can demonstrate to EPA

that every effort has been made to address these concerns.

The effectiveness of the proposed groundwater recovery system
relies entirely on the projected cone of depression. To
ensure that an acceptable cone of depression is actually
developed and maintained, SRSNE needs to install an adequate
number of accurately located and properly constructed water
table piezometers. These piezometers should be located within
the conservatively estimated influence of the system and

ExHIRIT ¥
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spaced to ensure influence in areas where off-site contaminant
plume migration may occur. The most useful piezometers are _
those screened over a wide interval which encompasses the maximum
fluctuations in the water table. Of the 17 wells specified

or. page 18 of the October 20th revised report, TW-8A, TW-

11, WE-5, SRS-2, DN-1, DN-2, and DN-3 meet this criterion.

The remaining wells supplement this data and help define

vertical gradient.

SRSNE should take the following steps to improve the existing
hydraulic verification system:

° Relocate wells DN-1, DN-2, and DN-3 as shown on the attached
Figure 1 to provide for a broader area for both hydraulic
performance verification and water quality measurement.

Install an additional water table piezometer in the northeast

portion of the cone of depression, as shown by well HP-1 on
Figure 1.

° In conjunction with EPA and its consultants, agree on the
approximate locations of all new monitoring wells in the
field and mark these locations with surveyor's stakes or
other devices.

° Develop a monitoring program to include initial static water
level measurements under non-pumping conditions in both
on-site and off-site wells, including the well points
themselves. Additionally, the proposed off-site interceptor
system should not operate during these initial measurements.
Subsequent measurements under well-point pumping conditions
will best reflect the developing cone of depression induced
by the on-site recovery system.

Finally, the EPA is also concerned about the location of the

upgradient monitoring wells. As proposed in the revised

report, UP-1 is much too far north and east to be upgradient
of SRSNE and UP-2 is too far north. To fulfill the intent of
the Consent Decree, SRSNE should change the proposed locations
of the upgradient monitoring wells UP-1 and UP-2 to the
approximate locations shown on Figure 1. At a minimum, UP-1
must be moved farther west.

From EPA's conversations with you and your consultants, we
understand that the proposed locations of wells DN-3, UP-1,
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and UP-2 were chosen so as to avoid problems with obtaining
access to private property. EPA understands that SRSMNE may

be unable to change the wells to the locations indicated on
Figure 1 because access cannot be arranged. If SRSNE finds

it is unable to install UP-2 and DN-3 at the indicated locations
because of difficulties in obtaining access, you must notify

EPA in writing by January 31, 1984. 1Included with your
letter must be documentation that an effort was made to

obtain access, e.g., copies of correspondence with property
owners. In summary, EPA expects SRSNE to notify the Agency
in writing by the end of January if any of the steps outlined
above to improve the groundwater monitoring program cannot be
implemented.

Should you have any guestions about these comments, please
contact Barbara McAllister at (617)223-5775.

Sincerely,,

Y hode

ohn R. Moebes, Chief
Waste Response & Compliance Branch

Attachment

cc: Suzanne Lanc..le, Esqg.
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SCLVENTS RECOVERYV SCIEWVICE
CrF NEW ENGLAND, INC.

P. O. BOX 382

SOUTHINGTON, CONN. 06489

PHONE: (203) 628-8084

January 13, 1984

Mr. John R. Moebes, Chief

Waste Response & Compliance Branch
US EPA Region 1

J.F. Kennedy Federal Bldg.

Boston, Massachusetts 02203

Re: US v SRSNE
Consent Decree - Paragraphs 8-11

Dear Mr. Moebes:

We have your letter of December 16th in which you acknowledge our
timely compliance with the Consent Decree in regard to the
shallow well system. You go on to say that you expect the system
to be in operation within 12 months of our receipt of your
letter. While the Consent Order, in this regard, does not
.recognize the controlling requirement of a discharge permit from
the State of Connecticut, the fact remains that we cannot operate
the system until Connecticut has granted a NPDES permit.

I am attaching a copy of a letter addressed to our consultants
by Mr. Stan Alexander of the Connecticut DEP in which he raises
' a number of questions and notes that these are only his "initial
comments."  He also notes his request to Mr. Paul Marin for a
review of the adequacy of the system from a hydrogeologic point
of view.

While we have your approval to continue with engineering design,
proicurement and installation on the stystem as proposed, we see
no commitment on the part of the Connecticut DEP to the same
proposal. In fact, it appears from their letter that they intend
to conduct a completely independent review and may arrive at
conclusions that differ from yours.

We believe that, as of now, it is still possible to meet a
December 19th, 1984 date for completion of this project as now
defined. We find ourselves, however, caught between our anxiety
to comply in all respects with the EPA and the Consent Order, our
need to avoid not only the fact but the appearance of conflict
with the Connecticut DEP and our need to direct our limited
resources to those projects where we are not exposed to waste and
duplication of effort. While there is gtill time to meet the

: | EXHIBIT &
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Consent Decree deadline, will you please resolve with the State
of Connecticut that our proposal is acceptable. Until Con-

necticut does this, it would be“fiscally irresponsible for us to
continue work on the system.

Also attached to this letter is a copy of our letter to Messrs.
Cianci and Delahanty requesting access to your suggested
monitoring well locations. We believe you have Federal au-
thority to compel this access. We hope that that will not be
necessary, however, in the event that this reguest is denied, we
will look to you for direction.

I firmly believe that we are all headed in the same direction -
the construction of a modern, effective, environmentally sould
facility. We are anxious to get going, not only with the
groundwater remediation but with the long overdue upgrading of
the plant. The trigger point in all of these actrivities is
issuance of a Connecticut NPDES permit. Please help us.

Very truly yours,

Loz

ames R. Hulm
Vice President ' ) .
jrh:k o '
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et December 19, 1984

Mr. James R. Hulm

Vice President

Solvents Recovery Service
of New Jersey, Inc.

1200 Sylvan Street
Linden, NJ 07036

Subject: Downgradient Well Discussions With EPA

Dear Jim:

Pursuant to your request, I am enclosing my recollections of a
conversation held with Barbara McAllister on December 11, 1984
and Paul Exner on that same date.

I called Barbara and indicated that while we agree with the
proposed locations for the downgradient monitoring wells and
were continuing to pursue approval for these locations, the
liklihood of siting the wells at the proposed locations was
minimal. Corrsepondence with downgradient property owners
(Delahanty and Cianci) have indicated that there is little or
no chance they will approve the monitoring wells. After con-
veying this information to Barbara Mcallister, it was agreed
upon between Barbara and me that EPA representatives and YWC
would field locate the downgradient wells to the best of our
ability to attempt to satisfy EPA, while not selecting a loca-
tion with minimal liklihood of approval. :

Subsequent to my discussion with Barbara, I received an after
hours telephone call from Paul Exner. Paul and I discussed the
proposed downgradient monitoring locations at length, and Paul
acknowledged that the best locations were on the Delahanty and
Cianci property. While Paul and I discussed alternative loca-
tions, none could be found that satisfied him and his interpre-
tation of the EPA/SRSNE Consent Decree. The way it was left
with Paul was that Paul would recommend to Barbara that EPA
issue an Order to Delahanty and Cianci to allow siting of the
downgradient monitoring wells. - Otherwise, the wells would be
located in the field on the SBRSNE property, with one possible
well located on the corner of the Southington Water Company
property, but off of the Delahanty and Cianci property.

74CINC. + 280 Morroe Tumpike - Menrce. Connecticut 06468 - (203) 261-4458 E XHI 8 ]T q
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In both conversations (with Barbara and with Paul), all parties
agreed that the project should not be held up by the downgradi-
ent monitoring well locations, and that EPA's approval of the
on-site shallow well system should not -be contingent upon
locating the downgradient monitoring wells 1in the proposed
locations,

It is presently my opinion that the most meaningful solution
would be the location of one downgradient monitoring well as
close as possible to the Cianci and Delahanty property lines in
the corner of the Southington Water Company property, as well
as one or two on-site wells located at or near the anticipated
1' drawdown contour 1line wupgradient of the shallow well
system, While the wells would not be downgradient, they would
give EPA some indication of how well the on-site shallow well
groundwater recovery system was operating in terms of draw-
down.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions
or require further clarification. '

Very truly yours,

Stephen R. Kellogg, P.E.
President

SRK:cg

cc: B. W. Armet, P.E.

- L L . T G U T AT
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CONSTi‘.l?UCTION OF WELLS COMPLETE AT SOUTHINGTON HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE

BOSTON — Completion of the first phase of a groundwater cleanup system at

the Solvents Recovery Service of New England (SRS) facility in Southington, CT,
was announced today by the U.S. Enviramental Protection Agency.

Operation of the groundwater treatment system will bégin when SRS obtains a permit
from the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for discharge of
treated groundwater to the Quinnipiac River.

Twenty-five shallow wells have been installed on the eastern and southern property
lines of the SRS site to contain groundwater pollution in the vicinity of the ’
site. The recovered groundwater will be pumped through an air stripper to

renove ‘volatile organic contaminants, then discharged to the Quinnipiac River.

SRS must demonstrate that the discharge will not adversely affect any uses of
of the Quinnipiac. The State discharge permit is pending, and there have been
several extensions of the camment period on the permit application. In addition,

both the Town of Southington and SRS have requested further opportunity to review
the permit. ,

The work was completed May 20 by contractors to SRS working under supervision of
EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Installation of the on-site groundwater
recovery system was done under a 1983 consent decree which requires SRS to recover
and treat contaminated groundwater on and off site and to improve on-site storage

ard management of hazardous waste. Off-site groundwater recovery and treatment
remains to be installed. :

The parties to the 1983 consent decree are EPA, SRS, The Southington Board of Water
Camissioners and the Connecticut Fund for the Environment.

SRS has been recovering organic solvents by distillation at this facility since 1955.
Wastes from the distillation and recovery process were stored and disposed of on

12 acres west of the Quinnipiac River until the mid 1960s. SRS waste has been
linked to the contamination of a Southington municipal” well by organic campounds.

0015474

EXH IBIT (D
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December 20, 1985

GROUNDWATER CLEANUP BEGINS AT SOUTHINGTON HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE

BOSTON --Operation of a groundwater cleanup system began this
week at the Solvents Recovery Services of New England (SRS)
facility in Southington, CT, it was announced today by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). |

An on-site groundwater recovery system pumps contaminated
groundwater migrating from the Solvents facility on Lazy

Lane; chemical contaminants are removed in an on-site

treatment system., The action fulfills a major portion of

a 1983 consent decree between EPA, other intervening parties

and SRS. Operation began following the issuance of a discharge
permit by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection.

The on-site groundwater recovery system consists of 25 shallow
wells which continually pump groundwater at the site's boundaries.
The groundwater then passes through an on-site air stripping
«ower which removes volatile organic contaminants. The

e e & treated water 1s discharged to the Quinnipiac River.

Under the consent decree, SRS is also required to install an
off-site groundwater interceptor system: a series of off-site
wells on Town property between the SRS facility and two
abandoned Town production wells near the Quinnipiac River. The
system will intercept contaminated groundwater as it moves

away from the site. This contaminated groundwater may also

be treated by air stripping. Construction of the off-site
system is expected to begin this spring. '

The DEP's discharge permit requires SRS to monitor the groundwater
treatment system's discharge and treatment efficiency and to
construct a new pipe for the discharge. SRS plans to construct

0015475
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the new discharge pipe, between the SRS facility and the
Quinnipiac River, this spring.

The consent decree required the company to recover and treat
contaminated groundwater on and off the site, and to improve
on-site storage and management Of hazardous wastes.

In September, EPA issued a draft permit requiring SRS to
fulfill the terms of the consent decree for storage and
management of hazardous wastes and to develop a plan to
address contaminated soil that may remain under buildings

on site after the groundwater recovery and treatment is
completed. The permit was issued under the authority of 1984
amendments to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

SRS has been recovering organic solvents by distillation at this
facility since 1955, Wastes from.the distillation and recovery
process were stored and disposed ©of until the mid-1960's on SRS’
12 acre site located west of the Quinnipiac River. SRS

waste has been linked to the contamination of a Southington
municipal well by organic compounds.

- 3 0-
"n—
SN \
\ ’ - \'»
e,
° ‘;.%~v
. .\ [APE N
United States Region | i ) i PO
Environmental Protectuon Office of Public Atairs — 2203 . o —
Agency John F. Kennedy Federal Building Baue .. i
Boston, MA 02203
Ofticial Business Postage and
Penaity for Private Use Fees Paid
5300 Environmental
Protection
Agency

EPA-335



® - 2 B

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE
OF NEW ENGLAND, INC. 0015477

P. O. BOX 382
SOUTHINGTON, CONN. 08489

PHONE: (203) 628-8084
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March 3, 1986 7
‘ “hzﬁgu R8s
“

Joel Blumstein, Esq.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Regional Counsel

JFK Federal Building

Boston, Massachusetts 02203

Re: Off-Site Recovery System
Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Inc.
Alternate Proposal

Dear Mr. Blumstein:

Data on groundwater quality in the vicinity of the propoused
off-site intercept system has been collected over the last four
years and analyzed. The test wells on which this analysis has
focussed are MW-1, TW-11], X, MW-7 and TW-7B. In addition samples
from SRS 1, 2 and 3, MW-5 and TW-7 have been collected and
analyzed. ' '

These data have also been reviewed in light of the soil condi-
tions at the site; conditions that were not fully appreciated in
1982. This investigation was triggered when it was noticed that
the contaminant levels in the test wells along the cutoff line were
declining while those in the test wells now recognized as being in
the relatively low permeability till, showed little if any improve-
ment.

, The following series of wells, which have been sampled ana
analyzed recently are located Wlong the cutoff line: SRS-1l, SRS-2,
SRS-3' x' MW-S' Mw-7o

SRS-1 is a deep well with bedrock, SRS-2 shallow, at the
westerly end of the cutoff line. These wells are both located in
till and as the table of analyses attached shows are now, and have
been with two minor excursions, below all cutoff levels. In May
1983 trichlorethylene showed at 19 ppb versus a cutoff of 15 and
September 1985 1,1 dichlorethylene showed at 14 versus a cutoff of
10.

-

EXHIBIT |2
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SRS-3 is a deep well in the outwash region that is hydrauli-
cally directly downgradient from MW-1 and TW-1l. Samples taken in
May 1983, September 1985 and February 1986 tested below cutoff
levels in all parameters.

Well X is the test well located as required in the Consent
Decree and is in the outwash region. Samples taken July 1984,
April 1985, September 1985 and February 1986 tested below cutoff
levels in all parameters.

MW-5 is a deep well, MW-7 shallow, at the easterly end of the
cutoff line. These wells have shown a reduction in contaminant
level most apparent in methyl ethyl ketone and isopropanol. Benzene
at 25 ppb in MW-5 and 26 in MW-7 is the only parameters above cutoff
levels, however, it was not detected in September 1985.

No analyses have been listed for trihalomethanes or 1,4
dioxane. Dioxane has not been detected in any of the samples
collected. Trihalomethanes have only appeared in one sample from
MW-1 at 14 ppb versus a cutoff of 100 and in TW-7B, most recently
at 2,400 ppg. They have not been detected in any other well.

Contaminant levels reported in the data have been analyzed to
obtain some measure of overall improvement. The method chosen was
to note the number of cutoff parameter tests in the four cutoff -
monitoring wells Mw-1, TW-11, X, MW-7. Well TW-7B was not included
in this tally. The next step was to determine how many of the
tests showed levels in excess of cutoff limits in each round of
testing. The ratio of exceedance to total tests was plotted and is
attached. While imprecise this does demonstrate an ongoing and
significant improvement in groundwater quality.

The location of these test wells in relation to the proposed
pumping wells is as follows: '

SRS-1 and SRS-2 straddle the location of the five proposed
shallow till recovery wells--see Site Plan. SRS-3 is next to
. proposed till recovery well east. Well X is next to the outwash
recovery well and MW-5 and 7 are alongside proposed till recovery
well west. The only water that the pumping system will recover
that exceeds any cutoff levels is the 6 gpm from till well west or
8% of the total system.

MW-1 and TW-1ll1 are located at approximately the till/outwash
boundary. MW-1 is deep, TW-1ll shallow. Both of these wells are
directly upgradient of SRS-3. TW-11, the shallow well has not
shown a contaminant level above cutoff in any sample taken since
1982. MW-1 which is in the till has shown a reduction in contaminant
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levels since 1982. The most recent data, February 1986 showing
111 trichlorethane at 200 ppb versus a cutoff of 180. 1,1
dichlorethylene at 21 versus a cutoff of 10 and vinyl chloride at
26 versus a cutoff of 10. However, as noted earlier none of these
show in SRS-3.

During the time groundwater has been improving at the cutoff
line, there has been virtually no change in the quality of ground-
water in the vicinity of TW-7 and 7B. These wells are located in
till of low permeability and, as the data shows, remain at high
levels.

It appears that if the natural flow of groundwater over the
last four years has had no effect then pumping from the outwash 450
feet away across the till outwash boundary 1s not likely to improve
matters in the foreseeable future.

Alternate Proposal

SRSNE believes that there are significant gains to be made by
relocating the pump system from its proposed location to the
vicinity of TW-7 and 7B. The benefits that may accrue are:

1. Withdrawing water at the known focus of contamination affords
the best opportunity for a rapid cleanup.

2. The quantity of water to be pumped and, therefore, discharged
to the Quinnipiac will be materially reduced.

3. The installation of such a pumping system would provide backup
for the on-site recovery wells if the low permeability of the
till on-site adversely affects the extent of off-site influence.’

4. SRSNE believes that an arrangement with Mr. Cianci could be.
made that would allow the installation of small diameter force
mains in the existing culvert across his land. These would
have the ability to discharge all plant effluents to the
Quinnipiac in hard pipe.

- -
—

SRSNJ requests permission to delay start of the construction
of the current proposed off-site system for 30 days te allow a
review and discussion of these data with EPA experts.

Very truly yours,

/\,%&

James R. Hulm
Vice President

JRH:dap
Attachments

7%



0015480

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE
OF NEW ENGLAKD, IKC.

P. O. BOX 382

.OUTNINGTO_N. CONN. 06489

PHONE: (203) 628-8084

May 12, 1986

Mr. David Webster

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I

J.F.K. Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

Re: EPA/SRSNE Consent Decree, Off-Site Groundwater
Recovery System-Solvents Recovery Service
of New England, Inc.-Alternative Supplementary System

Dear Mr. Webster:

This letter report is intended to document activities currently
ongoing with respect to installation of the off-site ground-
water interceptor system at the Solvents Recovery Service of
New England, Inc. site in Southington Connecticut, and to
request that the Environmental Protection Agency consider
suspension of installation of the large outwash well associated
with this system until such time as it is deemed necessary.
Specifically, SRSNE has committed to installing the off-site
groundwater interceptor system as designed and approved by EPA,
however, this report intends to document an alternative supple-
ment to the approved system which will more effectively remedi-
ate the site in a timely fashion by installing an additional
system of a till recovery well located downgradient of TW-7B
while suspending the installation of the outwash well associa-
ted with the approved system, until such time as it may be
deemed necessary.

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

In previous discussions, SRSNE, and our consultants YWC, Inc.,
have been is contact with EPA and their consultants to discuss
the concept of an alternative groundwater recovery system pro-
posal. The alternative system proposed by SRSNE was initially

" ExHIRBIT 13
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summarized in a letter to EPA, dated March 3, 1986; and dis-
cussed 1in a meeting held at EPA Headquarters in Boston,
Massachusetts on March 6, 1986. At that meeting, EPA requested
that SRSNE expand upon the concept of an alternative proposél
in further detail.

Subsequent to initial preparations and meetings, SRSNE summar-
ized a formal alternative propcsal in a report entitled "Con-
cept FEngineering Report-Site Groundwater Interceptor System
Alternative Propcsal'" dated March 26, 1986. This fifty five
(55) page document was prepared and submitted to EPA. Subse-
guently, representatives of SRSENE, their consultants YWC, Inc.,
and ERM-Northeast, Inc. met with representatives of EPA, the
Town of Southington, and EPA consultants in a meeting at EPA
Headguarters 1in Boston, Massachusetts, on April 22, 1886. At
this meeting, representatives of EPA 1indicated that given a
choice between the alternative proposal involving capturing
groundwater on the Cianci Property at the area of highest con-
centration versus the approved off-site svstem comprised of
multiple till recovery wells and a large outwash well, they
would select continuation. of the existing approved system, as
outlined in the June 22, 1884 report entitled "Engineering
Report for O0Off-Site Croundwater Interceptor Svstem, Addendum
No, 1 to February 28, 1984 Sumbittal". In presenting their
opinion, however, representatives of EPA acknowledged that the
weakest component of the system originally designed and
approved by EPA appeared to be a large high volume ocutwash well
that will be pumping a large amount of groundwater that is
already substantially below the EPA Consent Decree cut-off
limits. Stated another way, installation of this well would
recult in the  recovery of groundwater that was not
contaminated, and would provide no benefit to precluding the
southerly migration of contaminants as requested in the Consent

Decree.

Specifically, representatives of EPA and their consultants sug-
"gested that some interest would be exhibited on the part of EPA
to install <certain aspects of the groundwater interceptor.
system as outlined in the March 26, 1986 alternative proposal,
in lieu of the outwash well component of the approved off-site
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groundwater interceptor system. Itﬂis the intent of this let-
report to combine the best components of the approved
svstem and the alternative proposal into one single system that
w111 cupplement the approved system, while suspending the in-
ctzllation of the outwash well which would not currently be
intercepting any groundwater presenting a material conduit of
contaminants to the Town of Southington wells.

ter

Ssubseqguent sections of this letter report will document the
specifics of the SRSNE proposal, and will be presented in a
format suitable for eapproval by EPA, It is emphasized that
while this proposal in under consideration by F£EPA, SRSNE 1is
proceedling with construction of the off-site groundwater
interceptor syvstem as originally designed and approved by EPA.
we have scheduled the last component of the construction to be
the outwash well in the event that EPA decides favorably on our
propcosal for installation of a till recovery well downgradient
of TW-7B in lieu of the originally proposed outwash well.

GROUNDFATER QUALITY IN THE OUTVASH

An extensive presentation of groundwater guality over time at
t i

the SRSNE site was presented
for the alternative proposal dated March 26, 1286. Twelve (12)

n the Concept Engineering Report

tables and fourteen (14) figures clearly documented certain
trends 1in grouﬁdwater gquality in the area of the off-site
groundwater interceptor system. While periodic water quality
readings for specific contaminants showed concentrations of
specific substances above the required EPA Consent Decree cut-
off limits, none of these wells were associated with the out-
wash., It remains the opinion of SRSNE that there is a general
trend showing improved groundwater quality over time 1in the
vicinity of the proposed off-site groundwater 1interceptor
system. With respect to the outwash as characterized by Well
Nos. X, SRS-4, and MW-8, the concentrations of all contaminants
are either not detectable or negligible for all readings.
Specifically, SRSNE makes references to Tables 1 through 12 as
submitted in the ¥arch 26, 1986 report to verify that the water
quality of all outwash wells is well below SRSNE/EPA Consent
Decree limits without guestion. In addition, Figures 2 and 13
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from the March 26, 1986 report for ¥ell Nos. X and MW-8,
respectively, are also being included as documentation of water
guality in the outwash. While definitive trends of water
quality in the till are interpretive at best, there is no ques-
tion regarding water quality associated with the outwash,. It
can be clearly concluded, and has been acknowledged by other
technical representatives associated with the project, that the
outwash does not currently pose any concern as a conduit for
transfer of contaminated groundwater in a southerly direction
bevond the off-site groundwater interceptor 1line. Rather,
problems with groundwater quality appear to lie upgradient of
the intercept line in the vicipnity of Well No. TW-7B. Figures
7 and 8 from the March 26, 1986 submittal for monitoring well
TW-7B for total volatile organics, and methyl ethyl ketone and
" isopropanol clearly show that groundwater quality in the vicin-
ity of tnis well contains far higher concentrations of contam-
ipants than any other wells monitored. For this reason, it 1is
SRSNE's specific prooesal to install a groundwater recovery

11 downgracient of TW-7B between TW-7B and the approved off-
ite groundwater interceptor system line, as discussed in more
detail in the subseguent section.

in illustration of the ccmparable effectiveness of a high
volume, low concentration outwash well and a low volume, high
concentration till recovery well in the vicinity of TW-7B
foliows. Assuming a flow of 50 gpm for the outwash well and a
total TVO, MEK and isopropanol concentration of 431 ppb (the
maximum concentration ever detected in Well Nos. X, SRS-4 or
MW-8), results 1in the recovery of 0.26 pounds per day of
contaminants. The same recovery of contaminants for a till
well dewngradient of TW-7B based upon a flow of 5 gpm and total
TVO, ¥EK and isopropanol conceniration of 788,000 ppb is 48.3
pounds per day. This 1is about 185 times more effective than
the outwash well under worse case conditions historically.

SUPPLEMERTAL OFF-SITE GEOUKNDVATER RECOVERY SYSTEHM

Svstem Components

ent the sapproved off-site groundwater interceptor
system, SRSNE 1s proposing the installation of a groundwater
recovery well downgradient of TW-7B. The system will be
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comprised of =z well 6 inches in diameter and will be screened
over the 1lowsr 20 feet of the saturated till deposizts

(approximately 20 to 40 feet below grade). Well screen and
casing will consist of low carbon steel.

A submersible with pump will level actuator sensors and will be
installed in t=e well. This pump will be sized sufficiently to
pump over a rzzge of 0.5 to 15 gpm. The pump will transfer the
recovered grourndwater through a force main directly to the
approved off-site system force main.

Supplemental Till Recovery Vell System Advantages

The supplemertal vstem provides a number of advantages to
off-site groundiwater recovery, reculting 1in significantly
expediting the clean—up process, The following sections will

provide a description of background ddta used as a base in
S'ppldnbntal system,

o)
0
jon ]
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Directly east of the SRSNE site are glacial till deposits that
extend from th:e surface down to bedrock, which is approximately
40 to 70 feet Ttelow grade. This stratigraphic sequence 1is
significantly dJifferent from the area farther south from the
SRSNE site whsr up to 50 feet of highly permeable glacial
outwash depcsits overlie till and bedrock. The delineation of
the till deposits 1is based on both empirical data and
interpretative analysis of collected hvdrogeologic and
groundwater quality sample results.

The empirical data base includes four (4) soil borings
conducted by YWC between Well Nos. TW-74 and 7B and the

Cianci/Southington Water Board property 1line. These borings
encountered dense glacial till from the surface down to auger
refusal at depins of up to 30 feet. (Boring locations are
shown on  Figur 1 from the YWC June 22, 1884 report
“Enginecring iep ort for Off-Site Groundwater Interceptor System
- Addendum No, 1 to February 28, 1984 Submittal".) Additional
empirical evidence includes test pumping and in situ
permeability issting of numerous monitoring wells on the Cianci
and Southington ¥ater Board sites. All shallow wells south of

~

the Ciancl property <an be pumped continuously at high flow



SOLVEKTS RECOVURY crEvie

0015485

rates. “ell Nos. TW-7A and 7B recharge slowly and continuous
pumping &t high rates cannot be sustained. In addition to the
boring 1logs, this 1is a <c¢lear indication of a significant
difference in formation hydraulic conductivity. '

An evaluztion of water table contours between the SRSNE site
and Southington Well Nos. 4 and 8 shows a sharp decrease 1in
groundwater gradients, just south of the Cianci property, (see
Figure 2 of the June 22, 1985 YWC report). The Cianci property
betwee the railrcad tracks and the Quinnipiac River 1s
relatively flat and the steeper groundwater gradient across
this property cannot be attributed to topography. The steep
gradient, however, 1is to Dbe cxpected, since the geologic
deposits in the area have low permeabilities.  The steeper
gradient 1s reguired to provide the driving force for ground-
water flow through the low permeability till.

Groundwater guality analyses collected from the monitoring net-
work bhetween 13881 and the present, also confirm the existence
of till east of SRSNE During the period of record contaminant
concentrations have decreased for all wells screened in outwash
or in till overlain by outwash. In ¥Well Nos, TW-7A, 7B and 84,
however, concentrations have decreased only slightly or not at
all. These data show that the same slow steady flushing of the
outwash aguifer that 1s occurring to the south 1s not taking

place due east of SRSNE.

The stagnant contaminant concentrations in these wells are the
product of factors. The slow rate of groundwater flow in the
till is an 1important consideration. The till flow rate 1is
estimated to be less than 0.1 ft/day (37 ft/vear) compared to
4,1 ft/day in the outwash (see page 48 in the YWC rcport, dated
June 22, 1©284). The low till flow rate can only be applied to
groundwater, however, not to contaminant migration. The other
major factor producing the persistent contamipant concentra-
tions is the high percentage of silt and clay in the till which
further reduces the c¢onteminant migration rate. Silts and
especially clays increase the retarcdation of contaminant trans-
port, because of ‘the higher natural organic content and the in-

crease in adsorbtion.
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The persistence of the contaminants in the till deposits makes
the area weast of the SRSNE site the primary off-site
contaminant source. This 1is particularly true, now that the
on-site groundwater recovery system has hydraulically isolated
&ny residual contamination on the SRSNE site itself. The
single most important advantage of the proposed till recovery
well on the Cianci property is that contaminants will be
zCtively withdrawn from the primary off-site contaminant source
area. This will expedite the clezn-up process, thereby
increasing the potential for remediation prior to activation of
the Town of Southington Well No. 6. As previcusly discussed,
contaminants already entrained in the till flow svstem will

tend to remain in place unless hey are physically removed.
‘ne proposed till recovery well will be the most direct method
of collecting and treating this contaminated groundwater.

ntly, contaminants are slowly migrating through the till

urre
“cward the outwash deposits, An additional advantage to the
croposed till recovery well is that contaminants will be
intercepted prior to their entry into the outwash flow svstem,

‘ne till recovery well will also reduce contaminant flow that
0w remains in ;he till flow system south of the surficial
till/outwash interface. The approved off-site till recovery
“ell (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 6 and 8) that are currently being installed
zre designed to recover this contaminated till/bedrock flow,
Lowever, the proposed till recovery well will augment the

efficacy of the system.

Estimated Hydreaulic Impact of the Till Recovery Vell

The inost impoftant factor in determining the hydraulic impact
sf the till recovery well 1is the permeability of the till
Izposits., Glacial till is an wunsorted, unstratified ice
~ontact depesit and till permeability can naturally be expected
=0 vary wup to one or two orders of magnitude. In a
sepositional environment such as the Quinnipiac valley east of
SRSNE, small lenticular bodies of gldciofluvial sand might also
se expected which further complicates the areal estimation of
cermeability and hydraulic effectiveness of the till recovery
1. Because of the inherent hydrogeologic variability, the

@
o

ent of the well's radius of hydraulic influcence and capture
1y determined following its installation
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and operation. The well will be equipped with a pump that is
sized sufficiently to pump from 0.5 to 15 gpm. The till
recovery well system will therefore be flexible enough to
handle and anticipated range of permeability conditions.

To provide a preliminary estimate of the hyvdraulic impact of
the till recovery well, three <characteristic permeability
scenarios have heen evaluated. The permeability of the till
deposits have been measured by several investigators.
Presented below in a summary of the previously complied

permeability estimates.

Investigator Site Method Permeability
Warzyn TW-74 In-Situ Test 2.43 X 10-% cm/sec.
Warzyn TW-758 In-Situ Test 8.6 X 1076 cm/sec.
Warzyvn TW-8A In-Situ Test 1.3 X 10-3 cm/sec.
Warzvn TW-7A In-Situ Test 2.11 X 10-4 cm/sec.
Warzvn FE-8 tguifer Test 6 X 104 cm/sec.
YIC TW-7A In-Situ Test 2.6 X 107° cm/sec.
VWG TH-74 In-Situ Test 2.3 X 1079 cm/sec.

To estimate the pumping rate from the proposed till recovery
well and determine it's hydraulic impact, three representative
permeability values were evaluated: '

Case 1 K =1 x 10-3 cm/sec. (21.2 gpd/ft2)
Case 2 K = 5 10-% cm/sec. (10.6 gpd/ft2)
Case 3 K = 5 10-9 ecm/sec. (1.06 gpd/ft2)

To determine the pumping rate and the associated drawdown from
the till recovery well, the Theis eqguaticn can he used
(Groundwater; 1979; Freeze and Cheery, page 326):

hg - h = . Q W(u)

LLEvIC
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Where:
ho - h = s = Drawdown (ft)
Q = Pump Rate (gpd)
T = ¥b = Transmissivity (gpd/ft)
K = Permeability (gpd/ft2)
b = Saturated Thickness (ft)
wihere:
u = Sy

4Tt
Sy = Specific Yield
T = Time _
r = Radius 1in Feet Where Drawdown Measured

ie under each permeability case, the
specific capacity was calculated. Agssuming a maximum drawdown
0f 30 feet in the till recovery well, the pumping rate was then

determined. Rearranging ihis equation for specific capacity:

o) = 4 Mr
S W (u)
v = _r? sy
4 Tt
T = Radius of %ell = 0.25 ft.
Sy = 0.03 (based on Wehran Pump Test)
t = ‘90 days
T (Case 1) = 784.5 gpd/ft.
T (Case 2) = 382.2 gpd/ft.
T (Case 3) = 39.2 gpd/ft.

Solving these equations for the three permeability cases, the
following pumping rates were calculated. :

Case 1 = 11.25 gpm
Case 2 = 6.34 gpm
Case 3 = 0.686 gpm
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Using these pumping rates, the Theis equation was then used to
estimate the drawdown after 90 days at distances of 10, 25, 50
and 100.

The location of the proposed till recovery well is
approximately 150 feet from the Quinnipiac River and from the
till/washout contact. Table 13 presents the estimated
rawdowns for all three permeability scenarics.

o3

oy
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re 10 shows the projected configuration of the water table
the till recovery well pumping. Figure 10 is based on the
owest ecstimated till permeability (Case No. 3) which yields
most conservative estimate of hydraulic impact. The major
limiting factor to the expansion of the radius of influence of
the till recovery well will be the river and the till/outwash
contact which are both epproximately 150 feet from the well.
These fcatures will provide a source of recharge to the till
well and will inhibit drawdowans. It is this recharge from the
till outwash contact, that in fact, will reverse the flow of
contaminants, In effect, the clean water from the outwash will
be drawn in a northerly direction to help flush contaminants
from the till. This further reduces any benefit that could be
projected for the outwash well and supports the contenticon that
pumping the outwash well would be counterproductive,

b

-
by
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Therefore, the potential exists that pumping the outwash well
could aétually have a deleterious effect on site remediation.
The cone of depression may extend somewhat farther than 150
feet to the north and west depending on site specific
permeability.

The estimated hydraulic impacts are based on idealized
analytical solutions. The equations wutilized assume an
isotropic aguifer of infinite extent and uniform thickness,.
These assumptions  are not +true for the till deposits being
analyzed and will tend to modify the estimated drawdowns.
Additionally, microscale wvariaticon in till permeability will
also csuse actual pumping results to deviate from these
predictions.

The hydraulic impact of future pumoing from Southington Well
No. B8 a3t a maximum capacity of 1,400 gpm on the till recovery
ell is ccnsidered to be negli ulble. Tnis assertion is basced

pes}
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2 distance/drawdown data from W¥ell No. 6, which showed
:uproximately 0.75 feet of drawdown 1in monitoring Well No.
T¥-2-75 which 1is 1located approximately 700 feet south of the
i1l recovery well. The maximum extent of the Well No. 6
irzwdown was projected to be approximately 1,300 feet. Because
:f the significant permeability difference between the outwash
z~d till deposits, maximum pumping from Well No. 6 will not

iafluence water levels in the till.

(ff-Site Recovery System Hydraulic and
Tzter Quality Verification

-

‘n Section 8.0 of the YWC June 22, 1284 0Off-Site Groundwsater
'mterceptor System Engineering Report, hydraulic and water
cuiality wverification plans were proposed and subsequently
cpproved by EPA and associated reviewers. SRSNE will implement
snese verification measures as previously described. This will
include the installation of two new monitoring Well Nos. SRS-5
znd SRS-6. They will be screened in outwasn and till/bedrock
rzspectively. Water level monitoring and groundwater sampling
w111 proceed as approved. It shtould be noted that projected
twash drawdowns will not be achieved because the outwash
recovery vell will not be installed or pumped at this time.
Trhe outwash monitoring Well SRS-5 will be installed, however,

hat cutwash hyvdraulic monitoring can be implemented should
outwash pumping be necessary in the future.

CORSTRUCTION/SCHEDUILING CONSIDERATIONS -

4s SRSNE is specifically requesting that construction of the
outwash well be suspended until such time as it may be needeq,
there are many scheduling considerations that need to be
addressed. SRSNE is prepared to install both the outwash well
and its associated stripping tower treatment system 1in the
event that the well is deemed necessary based upon specific
csampling. It is emphasized that it is our intent to install
all cowmponents of the approved groundwater intercept system

S

associated with ‘the outwash well, although the actual outwash
well construction would be suspended. Specifically, we intend

to install all force mains, groundwater transfer pumps, and
electrical components necessary to activate the outwash vell,

should it be veguired.

fol a4 20 W Yol {
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The Stripping tower that would be required, in the event that
the high volume outwash well 1is activated, would be comprised
of an off-the-shelf strippin tower. The system has been
designed and specified by SRSNE and is ready for purchase, In
addition, we have contacted potential suppliers and have deter-
mined that the equipment can be readiiy supplied. Since it 1is
skid mounted, it can be immediately installed. The two major
components of the system are a large diameter pipe containing
packing media and an evacuation fan for pulling air thrcugh the

stripping tower. In the event that the outwash well is deenme
necessary, then SRSNE can immediately install the outwash
recovery well and the stripping tower associated with treating
groundwater from this well in a timely fashion. Criteria to be
utilized 1in determining whether or not the outwash well is
needed as a result of activation of the Town of Southington
Drinking Water Well No. 6, or for other reasons, will be
related to EFA/SRSNE Consent Decree 1limits as described in

further detail helow.

The three (3) grOuu dwater monitoring wells that thave been

sampled over the past few years for documentation of outwash
water quality are W%ell Nos. X, SRS-4, and MW-8,. These three
(3) wells will be sampled quarterly during the first vear of
cperation of the off-site groundwater interceptor system, and
cnnually thereafter, as outlined in both the Consent Decree and

the June 22, 1984 engineering report documenting the off-site
interceptor system which was approved by EPA, SRSNE will
sample these three (3) wells quarterly for the first vear and
annually thereafter, for all of the Consent Decree parameters
outlined. To determine 1if there are any negative trends in
outwash water quality, an assessment period of two (2) vears
will be utilized. Because of the importance of the individual
pireces of cata, re-sampling at times may be neccssary.

Significant <trends will be considered to be established 1if
three (3) consecutive readings show increases in contaminant
concentrations in the outwash. In the event that contaminant
concentrations exceed thaese allowable by limits set in tie
Consent Decree, then SRSNE will immediately install the outwash
well. This well can be installed in a period of time, not to
exceed two (2) weeks as long as a well installation driller is
zvallable, During such time that the stripping tower

4
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associated with the outwash recovery well 1is being purchased
z2nd installed, recovered groundwater will be pumped through the
existing stripping tower to achieve partial treatment. In any
ase, there will be no discharge of untreated groundwater to
the Quinnipiac Riwver. After completion of installation of the
additional stripping tower, groundwater recovered from the
off-site groundwater interceptor system, including the outwash
recovery well, will be pumped thnrough the new stripping tower.

4s mentioned previously in this letter report, it is the intent
of SRSNE to continue forward with installation of the off-site
groundwater interceptor sysitem as designed by our consultants
and approved by EPA. No delays will occur as a result of con-
iceration of this alternative proposal involving the best
spects of the alternpative proposal presented by SRSNE on March
25, 1985, and the original approved off-site groundwater inter-
€ svstem, as 1long as GtPA representatives act on this
ithin a reasonable time period. - It will be possible
r ide the supplemental groundwater recovery
s S ined herein after completion of construction on
the approved syvstem. | Ceriain construction details associated
t &

with the nature of the railroad crossing and construction
setivities in the immediate vicinity of the outwash well need
to be finalized within <the next 2 to 3 weeks, These detaills

will impact upon the supplemental off-site groundwater recovery
T

U
svstem in the event that tihe system 1is installed.

This letter report ccmbines the most technically desirable
aspects of both the June 22, 1084 approved off-site groundwatér
interceptor system and the alternative proposal previocusly sub-
mitted to EPA by SRSNE on Yarch 26, 1986. The proposal calls
for a suspension of the outwash ‘recovery well construction
until it is deemed necessary based upon groundwater gquality
sampling. In exchange for the suspension, 1t proposes the
installation of a till recovery well downgradient of TW-7B 1in
the area of hlghestvgrounv-at:r contamination. This supplemen-

tal recovery well also ofizrs the major advantage of recovering
highly contaminated grouncvatsr, thereby expediting the ground-
WATED remediition process. This could be particularly bene-

£imial if a2nd when the T:wn of Southington reactivates Well
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No. 6. Installation of this supplemental system will result in
interception of groundwater high in contaminant concentration
prior to its entering the glacial outwash. This higher
concentration groundwater will- not only be more efficiently
treated by a stripping tower than the lower concentration
groundwater recovered from the clean outwash well, but will
result in significantly shortening the remediation time period.

These are numerous additional advantages to installing the
recovery well downgradient of T¥-7B. The quantity of
groundwater to be intercepted &nd pumped from the ground and
subseguently discharged to the Quinnipiac River will be
significantly reduced. The forecast time for clean up of the
site will be sgigni

m

amount of contea

ficantly reduced as & result of a greater
inants being recovered from the ground.
Installation of a groundwater recovery svstem downgradient of
TW-78 will also serve to provide a back-up system to the
on-site multi-point shallow well recovery system. This will be
of wvalue if the low permeability of the till on-site adversely
ffects the extent of its influence to the off-site area. The

l’D

supplemental system would provide a ©permanent hard pipe
discharge across the Cianci Property containing all plant
effluents from SPSNE. This diécharge pipe to the Quinnipiac
River would not be subjected to termination by the Southington

er Board as 1is currently the case for the proposed interim
hard pipe on Water Board Praperty. Installation of a permanent
effluent discharge pipe to the Quinnipiac River has determined
to be a very high priority with both the Town of Scuthington
and the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection.
Finally, selection of the supplemental off-site system as
outlined herein will provide FEPA with the on-site system
verification wells that could not be installed to date due 10
access limitations.

This propcsal also offers EPA the opportunity to supplement the
approved off-site groundwater interceptor system with no

penalties in construction time. The construction time
associated with the approved off-site groundwater interceptor
[« R ¢

system will be exactly =as originally propcsed and will not be
layed by considevation of this alternative proposal.

o -

Obvionsly  the sooner RPA  representatives can act on ihis

Lo O R
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proposal, the sooner the supplemental groundwater recovery
svstem in the vicinity of TW-7B can be installed. It is noted
that every effort 1is being made by SRSNE to expedite our
off-site contractor significantly beyond the originally
proposed construction schedule. As you are aware, a difference
of opinion exists betlween SRSNE and EPA as to when off-site
rroundwater recovery system construction should be completed.

g

Every effort is being ade to atiempt to meet the consiruction
schedule completion date as ‘perceived by EPA of July 7, 1986,
however, this deadline will be extremely difficult. Arv nope
in meeting this <construction <cate could be significantiy

improved by the expeditious consideration of this propcsal by
EPA.

Ssecifically, SRSNE is requesting that EPA approve suspension
of the outwash recovery well component of the approved off-site
croundwater interceptor system and 1ts associated stripping
T B

ower until such time as they be deemed necessary by detection
tamination in <the outwash. In exchange for this

dSp@H%ion, SRSNE is prepared to install a supplemental
crouncdwater recovery system comprised of a till recovery well
iownzradient of TW-7B, and a force main connecting this well

into the approved off-site groundwater interceptor system. Iin
ion, SASNE is prepared to install a second effluvent
|8}

R
Ban

'3

¥o)

#

i
for SRSNE property to the Quinnipiac River to provide

permanent discharge point for all effluents from the SRSNE
facility as opposed to the interim pipe installed acvess the
water Board property for the off-site system alone.

gotiations are currently ongoing with our off-site system
contractor to initiate construction of the suppliemental
groundwater recovery svstem on Cia 2nci property imnediately upon

completion of the approved off-site groundwater interceptor
system. Additional details associated with the system will be
field engineered by our consultants working with the
contractor.

This proposél commits SRSNE to all aspects of the approved
off-site groundwater interceptor system and 1its 2ssociated
hydraulic verification and monitoring as outlined in our
serefore, it

original engineering report dated June 22, 1e84. i
is not necessary for EPA to consider any
r

.
-l
e

]
(@]
C
)
N
-
[N
Iyl
-{
5

original approved plan. The only item rEgn
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end approval by EPA 1is whether or not the advantages to in-
stalling a supplemental off-site groundwater recovery system
and second effluent pipe outweigh suspension of construction of
an outwash recovery well that would be pumping clean water.
specific criteria have been established herein for immediate
construction of that outwash well, should it be required.

9RSNE and their representatives thank you for consideration of
this propcsal. We believ

e the proposal incorporates the tech-
rical desires of personnel
S

nresent at the meeting at EPA Head-
quarters on April 22, 1986. 411 parties present appeared 10
ayree with the technical merilts of a till recovery well in the
higher contamination area of TW-7E. This proposal offers FEPA
an opportunity to have that recovery well installed immediately

upon completion of the approved off-site system.

we ctand . ready to answer any questions that you may have on
this proposal so that a timely approval can be received by

' alization of construction details associated with
+he ongoling off-site system construction.

Very truly yours,

JnAd.raz

Attachments

P. Marin

J. Stewart
S. Kellogg
R
C

O
(@]

. Hall
. Boll
G. Bligh

A 4 S Ny
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CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETT$ 02203

James Hulm, Vice President _
Solvents Recovery Services of New England
1200 Sylvan Street

Linden, NJ 07036

Dear Mr. Hulm:

EPA is in receipt of your report dated May 12, 1986 regarding a
supplemental till/bedrock well alternative for the off-site
groundwater intercept system at the Solvents Recovery services

of New England (SRSNE) site in Southington, Connecticut. SRSNE's
proposed alternative is to modify the off-site groundwater inter-
cept system approved by EPA on November 2, 1984 by replacing out-
wash recovery well no. 7 with till/bedrock recovery well no. 9
located on Cianci property. After discussions with you, the
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), the
Town Water Board, the technical consultant for the Town of
Southington, the Connecticut Fund for the Environment (CFE)

and the representative of the abutting property owner Mr.

Cianci, EPA sees technical advantages that may be achieved with
the groundwater remediation concepts contained in your report.

As a result, EPA approves the alternative described in the May
12, 1986 SRSNE submittal contingent upon the following conditions:

(1) Initial Flow Net Analysis - Within 14 days of receipt
of this letter SRSNE must provide a flow net analysis or other
appropriate analysis of the projected hydraulic impact from the
pumping of all proposed groundwater recovery wells screened in
till or bedrock or both. This analysis shall demonstrate that
the migration of contaminants in groundwater is precluded, to
the extent feasible, by the proposed groundwater intercept
system between proposed till/bedrock recovery well no. 3 (western-
most till/bedrock recovery well) and proposed till/bedrock re-
covery well no. 9 (on Cianci property) as well as between
till/bedrock recovery well no. 8 (easternmost till/bedrock
recovery well) and proposed till/bedrock recovery well no. 9.
These locations are shown in Figure 1. If either SRSNE or EPA
determine that the above demonstration cannot be made with the
groundwater intercept system configuration proposed in the May
12, 1986 SRSNE submittal, a different configuration shall be
proposed by SRSNE. This different configuration shall be
accompanied by a flow net analysis that demonstrates that the
migration of contaminants in the groundwater is precluded
between till/bedrock recovery well no. 3 and the location of
proposed till/bedrock recovery well no. 9 as well as between
till/bedrock recovery well no. 8 and the location of the proposed

till/bedrock recovery well no. 9. '
- EXHIRIT I%
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(2) Proposed Well No. 9 Construction Requirements - The proposed
till/bedrock recovery well no. 9 must have a screened interval
which includes not only the contaminated zone of till, but also
a minimum of the top 10 feet of bedrock. This construction
requirement must be used in the flow net analysis required in
Condition 1 above.

(3) Field verification of Flow Net Analysis - Field
verification of the flow net drawdown projected 1n the analysis
described in Condition 1 above shall be demonstrated by a
90-day aquifer test to verify the projected combined performance
of all proposed till/bedrock recovery wells including proposed
well no. 9 as described in 3b below. During the first 30 days
of the aquifer test, the performance of proposed well no. 9
will be demonstrated as described in 3b below.

a) Locations of Hydraulic Verification Wells - In order
to verify the projected combined hydraulic performance of the
proposed till/bedrock wells, head measurements must be obtained
prior to, during, and after the 90-day aquifer test from well nests
capable .of demonstrating the predicted drawdown. For the eastern
till/bedrock recovery wells no. 3, 4, 5, and 6, two well nests
are required: SRS-3/SRS-4 and MW-1/TW-11. For the western
till/bedrock recovery well no. 8, the three-well nest MW-5/MW-7/
MW-8 shall be monitored (see Figure 1 and Table 2). For the
proposed till/bedrock well no. 9, two well nest are required:
SRS-7a/SRS-7b and SRS-8a/SRS-8b (locations to be proposed by
SRSNE and approved by EPA as decribed in Condition 3b below.

b) Well No. 9 Demonstration - Field verification of the
flow net drawdown projected for proposed well no. 9 will be
demonstrated as a part of the 90-day aquifer test required by
condition 3c below., At a minimum, projected drawdown must be
achieved at two new locations (i.e. SRS-7 and SRS-8) within the
cone of depression of proposed well no. 9. These new hydraulic
verification well locations must be proposed by SRSNE and
approved by EPA prior to well installation. The frequency of
water level measurements during the well no. 9 demonstration
shall also be proposed by SRSNE and approved by EPA. At each
hydraulic verification well location, a well nest consisting of
one overburden well and one bedrock well must be installed to
demonstrate: (a) consistency between the actual drawdown in the
overburden and the drawdown projected for well no. 9 in
the analysis required in Condition 1 above, and (b) the capacity
of proposed well no. 9 to induce or enhance vertically upward
gradients. If within 30 days of commencement of pumping till/bedrock
recovery:wells (including well no. 9 and any additional till/bedrock
wells on Cianci Property that have been determined to be necessary
to fulfill Condition 1 above), the drawdown in the new hydraulic
verification wells decribed in this condition above is not
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within 80% of the drawdown projected for these locations by the
analysis described in Condition 1, then SRSNE shall, within 14
days, propose additional till/bedrock recovery wells and/or
withdrawal trenches and/or increased withdrawal rates. 1In this
proposal SRSNE shall demonstrate that operation of these proposed
groundwater withdrawal devices or increased withdrawal rates

will attain a drawdown equivalent to that projected by the
analysis decribed in Condition 1 or will otherwise preclude the
migration of contaminants in groundwater to the extent feasible.
After EPA approval of any additional wells or withdrawal trenches,
SRSNE shall construct and operate them in accordance with a ‘
schedule approved by EPA, but in no case shall the construction
period be longer than 90 days. After completion of any approved
modifications to the groundwater recovery system, field verification
of the combined system's performance shall be required as in
Condition 3¢ below.

c) 90-Day Aquifer Test - Notwithstanding the requirements
of conditions 3a and 3b above, the projected hydraulic performance
of the entire off-site groundwater recovery system will be field
verified once groundwater extraction begins at the recovery
wells. Daily head measurements are required during the first
week of pumping, head measurements are required every other day
during the second week, and weekly head measurements shall be
obtained during the remainder of the 90-day aquifer test period
to provide a sufficient database on which to evaluate system
performance. At the end of this 90-day period, head measure-
ments from all available wells must be obtained to provide the
necessary data for the construction of a flow net. These
measurements and flow net shall be included in the report
decribed in Paragraph 12(G) of the Consent Decree.

(4) Location and Monitoring of Groundwater Quality Verification

Wells - Groundwater quality verification well locations will
include SRS-3, SRS-5, SRS-6, Well X, and CW-8-77 (see Figure 1

and Table 1) as well as the termination wells described in Para-
graph .13(A) of the Concent Decree. Frequency of monitoring will
occur as outlined in Section 8.c of SRSNE's June 22, 1984

Addendum No. 1 for the constituents listed in Paragraph 6 of

the Consent Decree. However, annual sampling will continue »
over the period of Consent Decree performance as opposed to
termination after 3 years as proposed in Section 8.2 of SRSNE's
Addendum No. 1. Groundwater quality verification wells SRS-6
(screened only in bedrock) and SRS-5 (screened only in overburden)
must be recognized as the "one additional, fully screened and
fully penetrating well to be installed north of the groundwater
intercept system, and within its influence, at the mid-point of

a line parallel to a line running between existing wells MW-1

and MW-7," pursuant to Paragraph 13(A) in the Consent Decree.

The location of wells SRS-5 and SRS-6 shall be as originally
mapped and as roughly indicated on the attached Figure 1 (approxi-
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mately 60 feet west/northwest of well X). This location is
opposed to the location proposed in the YWC/LEA Site Plan and
Well Details dated February 1984, Revision #8, dated 5/8/86
(approximately 60 feet northeast of well X and 30 feet northwest
of proposed outwash recovery well no. 7).

(5) Discharge Pipe 'Installation - SRSNE shall install a
hard discharge pipe across the Cianci property within 90 days
of this approval. Within 60 days of this approval SRSNE shall
install, on the Cianci property, the 3 verification wells in
locations previously approved by EPA, in its letter of December
20, 1984, for the on-site groundwater recovery well system.

(6) Outwash Well No. 7 - SRSNE will install the 50 gpm,
outwash well no., 7 (or an alternative acceptable to EPA) if
either or both of the following conditions are met: a) upon
completion of the initial 90-day period, a flow net analysis
based on actual head measurements from appropriate wells demonstrates
that the supplemental till/bedrock recovery well system is not
preventing southerly migration of contaminants beyond the line
specified in Paragraph 13(A) of the Consent Order, or b) any or all
of monitoring wells SRS-3, SRS-5, SRS-6, Well X, or CW-8-77
fail to show stable or decreasing trends in contamination, or
do not remain below the Consent Decree shut-off criteria for
the period of system performance. If prior to termination of the
Consent Decree, the Town of Southington production wells no. 4
and/or 6 are put back into service, the frequency of monitoring
for groundwater quality verification shall be as outlined in
Section 8c of SRSNE's June 22, 1984 Addendum No. 1 and the
frequency of monitoring hydraulic performance shall be as
outlined on Condition 3c above.

(7) Cianci: Property and Town Property Access - Within 30
days of the receipt of this letter, SRSNE shall provide EPA
with written documentation of an agreement with Mr. Cianci for
access and permission to construct, operate, and maintain those
facilities referred to in the May 12, 1986 SRSNE report and in
this letter which must be located on Cianci Property. This
access must extend to EPA, as well as SRSNE, for purposes of
carrying out the functions specified in paragraph 19(B) of the
Consent Decree. The period of access and permission referred
to in this documentation shall be until the time of termination of
operation and maintenance of the groundwater intercept system
as described in Paragraph 13 of The Consent Decree. This written
documentation of agreement shall be signed by authorized representa-
tives of both parties., 1If, for reasons of lack of necessary
access to Cianci property or Town of Southington property any
of the wells, discharge pipes, other pipes, or other hydraulic
structures described in the May 12, 1986 SRSNE submittal or
described in any of the above conditions, are not constructed
within 60 days of this approval, this conditional approval shall
be voided and the off-site groundwater intercept system shall be
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constructed and operated in accordance with the design approved
by EPA on November 21, 1984.

(8) Connecticut Fund for the Environment Comments - Con-
necticut Fund for the Environment (CFE) shall have the right
to comment upon the SRSNE report of May 12, 1986 and this letter
pursuant to Paragraph 14(B) of the Consent Decree. As EPA sees
fit, EPA shall incorporate into this conditional approval any

comments provided by the Connecticut Fund for the Environment
within 30 days of its receipt of this letter.

(9) Modification of the Consent Decree - The Consent Decree
shall be modified to incorporate the applicable provisions of
the report of May 12, 1986 and of this letter. If any of the four
parties to the Consent Decree do not agree in writing to these
modifications within 45 days of receipt of this letter, then
this conditional approval shall be voided and the off-site
groundwater intercept system shall be constructed and operated
in accordance with the design approved by EPA on November 2,
1984. This letter shall serve as EPA's written agreement to
incorporate the applicable provisions of the report of May 12,
1986 and this letter into the Decree as required by this condition.

1f SRSNE is unwilling to accept the conditions for approval set
forth in this letter, EPA requests written notice of such unwilling-
ness within 14 days of receipt of this letter. Unwillingness to
accept any of the above conditions shall mean that the off-site
groundwater intercept system shall be constructed and operated

in accordance with the design approved by EPA on November 2,

1984 and in accordance with the schedule described in EPA's letter
of April 28, 1986. If EPA does not receive written notice of
unwillingness to accept this approval and conditions within 14
days, EPA will assume the approval and conditions are acceptable
to SRSNE. -

Regarding the construction schedule for the off-site groundwater
‘intercept system, EPA's position is contained in my letter to

you of April 28, 1986. AsS indicated in that letter, the deadline
for completion of construction of the off-site groundwater
intercept system was July 7, 1986, 180 days after the final

local approval for access to Town property. Further, EPA in-
dicated in its letter of April 28, 1986 and in later converstations
with you that EPA has not approved any delays associated with
SREGNE's preparation of an alternative system or with EPA's

review of such an alternative.  EPA recognizes, however, that the
alternative system proposed by SRSNE and the conditions for EPA
approval described in this letter contain engineering features
not included in the system design approved by EPA in 1984.

Based on the additional field activities required, EPA extends
the deadline for completion of construction of the alternative

of f-site groundwater intercept system described in your submittal
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of May 12, 1986 and the conditions in this letter by 60 days to
September 5, 1986. The deadline for starting operation of the
off-site groundwater intercept system is 14 days after the
completion of construction. The above overall construction and
operation deadlines in no way superceed the schedules described
within individual conditions described earlier in this letter.
Further, if SRSNE does not accept the conditions for approval
set forth in this letter as requested above, the deadline for
completion of construction of the previously approved system
will remain July 7, 1986 and any periods of noncompliance will
be measured from that date in accordance with the provisions of
Paragraph 16 of the Consent Decree. EPA makes this deadline
extension based on the opinion that the potential benefits
gained by the alternative system, incorporating the conditions
of this letter, are likely to offset the adverse environmental
effects of the 60-day delay.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact
me or Joel Balmat of the EPA Region I staff at (617)223=1942,

_ - 265
Your response is requested.

Sincerely yours,

2o Yiede,

Heather M. Ford, Chief
Connecticut Superfund Section

cc: Gilbert Bligh - Nicolas Cianci
Suzanne Langille. Robert Clemens
John Ayers - John Sujat
John Weichsel - Wesley Winterbottom

David Kelly Chairman, Southington Water Board
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TABLE 1. Groundwater Quality Verification Wells (not including
all termination wells)
Screened
Well Interval Strata
CW-8-77 NA outwash
SRS-3 32.5-42.5" till
SRS-5 * overburden
SRS-6 * bedrock
Well X NA outwash
* proposed, not yet installed
NA - information not readily available
TABLE 2. Hydraulic Verification Wells
Screened
Well Interval Strata
SRS-4 5.0-15.0" outwash
SRS-3 32.5-42.5" till/bedrock
. MW-1 23.5-42.5"' till/bedrock
MW-5 66.5-76.5" till/bedrock
MW-7 24,5-44.5" outwash
MW-8 5.0-25.0" outwash
SRS-7a * » ‘ overburden
SRS-7b * bedrock
SRS-8a * overburden
SRS-8b * _ bedrock
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James Hulm, Vice President e e ,‘%&4M“l
Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Inc. LT R “ef

1200 Sylvan Street
Linden, NJ 07036

RE: Off-site Groundwater Recovery System

Dear Mr. Hulm:

I am writing to confirm our September 15, 1986, phone conversation
in which you stated that Solvents Recovery Services of New

England (SRSNE) has decided to no longer pursue approval of its
May 12, 1986, proposed off-site alternative (i.e., proposed
till/bedrock recovery well no. #9) which was conditionally
approved by EPA on August 7, 1986. Accordingly, SRSNE must
install and operate the off-site groundwater recovery system

as originally approved by EPA on November 2, 1984.

As mentioned in our August 7, 1986 letter, the deadline for
completing construction of the originally approved off-site
system was July 7, 1986, and any periods of noncompliance will
be measured from that date in accordance with Paragraph 16 of
the Consent Decree.

If you have any questions, please contact Joel Balmat at (617)565-
3651.

Sincerely, A _
aAL// CLQ&JQZZ—////
Hea herhqquord, Chief ng,
CT Superfund Section

cc: Gilbert Bligh
Suzanne Langille
John Ayers
David Kelly _
Wesley Winterbottom
Julio Olimpio
Robert Clemens
John Sujat

- : | EXHIBIT IS



SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE
OF NEW ENGLAND, IHC.

P. O. BOX 382

BOUTHINGTON, CONN. 06489

PHONE: (203) 628.8084

November 25, 1986

Mr. Joel Balmat

Remedial Project Manager

United States Environmental
Protection Agency

Region I

JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

Re: Request For Information On Groundwater
Recovery Systems - Letter Dated 10/31/86
Dear Mr. Balmat:
Attached 18 a copy of a letter fronm our consultant accompany-
ing the information you requested in your 10/31/86 letter. We'1ll

be happy to review this with you at your convenience.

Very truly yours,

////James R. Hulnm
Vice President

JRH:dap
Attachment

ce: C. H. Boll

S. Kellogg
J. Stewart, Esq.

ExHI@IT L@
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November 20, 1986 =~

Mr. James R. Hulm

Vice President

Solvents Recovery Service
of New England

1200 Sylvan Street
Linden, NJ 07036

Dear Jim:

Enclosed please find information that is being transmitted to

satisfy requests made by Joel Balmat concerning the Solvents

Recovery Service of New England groundwater recovery systems.
All of the requested information is provided in tables, maps,

or the report prepared by Hydro Group.

The requested information is being supplied as follows:

Information Location of Information

1. As-Built Locations of On-Site Drawing PZ-1
Wells

2. As-Built Locations of Off-Site Figure 1 (11/18/86)
Wells

3. Well Logs for the On-Site No Well Logs Becéuse
System Casing Was Driven

4, Well Logs for the Off-Site Hydro Group Report
Systenm

5. Well Construction Details for Figure 2, Table 2
the On-Site System A

6. Well Construction Details for Hydro Group Report and
"the Off-Site System Table 3

7. Drawdown Data for On-Site Table 1

Recovery Wells

8. Pump Tests for Ooff-Site System Hydro Group Report
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It is noted that the reference point or baseline for the on-
site system (recovery wells and monitoring wells WE-5, TW-8A)
has been defined as the arithmetic average of readings taken on
January 9, 10, and 13, 1986,

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me. .

Very truly yours,

Y 27/ P

Keith E. Warner, P.E.
Project Manager

KEW:cgk
Enclosures

cec: J. Stewart
S. Kellogg, P.E.
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November 20, 1986

Mr, James R. Hulm

Vice President

Solvents Recovery Service
of New England

1200 Sylvan Street
Linden, NJ 07036

Dear Jim:

The attached table is a summary of drawdown data for the
on-site groundwater recovery system at Solvents Recovery
Service of New England. The readings indicate the number of
feet that the groundwater table has been lowered in recovery
wells compared to a baseline of January 1986. The baseline has
been defined as the average of groundwater level readings taken
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986 (for on-site recovery wells 1
through 25, and monitoring wells TW-8A and WE-5).

Drawdown data for the monitoring wells (TW-8A and WE-5) was
submitted under separate cover and has not been included. If
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

LA e

Keith E. Warner, P.E.
Project Manager

KEW:cgk
Attachment

cc: M. Quinn
D. Bliss

N CINC. 230 Micnre2 Tumoike s Mienroe, Connecticut 06468 - 1202 231
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TABLE 1 0015508
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING
ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND

(All Readings are Recorded in Feet)

Well
No. 1/14/86 1/15/86 1/16/86 1/17/86 1/21/86 1/23/86
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) (0.2)
5 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.2 0.2 0.2
6 0.7 0.7 0.7 6.7 0.2 0.2
7 0.2 0.2 0.2 6.2 0.2 0.7
8 0 0 1.0 8.5 0.5 0.5
9 0.5 0.5 1.0 9.0 1.5 2.0
10 0 0 0.5 5.5 0.5 0
11 0 0.5 0.5 1.0 0 0
12 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.7 0.7 0.7
13 0 0.5 0 0 0 0
14 0 0.5 0.5 0 1.0 0.5
15 0 0 1.0 1.0 0 0
16 (0.3) 0.7 0.2 0.7 1.2 1.2
17 0.7 (0.3) 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.7
18 0.2 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
19 0.5 5.5 2.0 5.5 1.0 1.5
20 0.3 0.8 3.3 0.8 1.3 1.8
21 4.3 2.8 4.3 4.8 6.3 5.8
22 7.8 6.3 6.8 8.8 10.8 11.3
23 4.0 3.0 4.5 1.5 5.0 5.5
24 1.1 6.6 6.6 6.6 0.6 2.1
25 * * * * * *
NOTES :

1. All drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986.

2. ( ) Number in brackets indicates a water 1level higher than the
baseline level (average of January 9, 10, 13).

3. *Indicates a broken guage.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING
ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND

(Al]l Readings are Recorded in Feet)

Well
No 1/24/86 . 1/27/86 2/03/86 2/10/86 2/17/86 2/24/86
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 (2.5) (3.0) 0 (3.0)"
4 0.3 (0.2) (2.2) (2.2) (0.2) (2.2)
5 0.7 0.2 (1.3) (1.3) 0.2 (1.3)
6 1.7 5.7 2.7 3.7 3.2 (0.3)
7 2.2 3.7 3.2 3.7 5.7 0.2
3 4,5 1.5 2.0 3.0 5.5 (1.5)
9 5.5 2.0 2.0 5.0 7.5 0
10 0.5 (0.5) (1.0) 9.5 3.0 (0.5)
11 0.5 (4.5) 0 7.5 11.0 (3.5)
12 1.2 (0.3) 1.2 7.7 12.7 1.7
13 1.5 (1.0) 0 6.0 11.0 (3.5)
14 1.0 (1.0) (0.5) 6.5 10.0 (2.5)
15 1.0 (0.5) 1.0 5.0 8.0 (0.5)
16 0.2 1.2 0.2 (0.3) 5.2 1.7
17 0.2 0.2 0.2 (0.3) 3.2 (4.8)
18 0.7 (0.3) 2.2 4.7 5.2 (5.8)
19 1.5 (0.5) 1.0 0.5 3.5 (9.5)
20 2.3 (0.2) 0.3 1.3 3.8 5.4
21 6.3 6.3 1.8 2.3 3.3 2.3
22 10.8 8.8 4.8 5.3 6.3 6.3
23 5.5 4.0 1.5 2.5 4.5 3.0
24 1.6 0.6 2.1 (0.4) 3.1 (2.4)
25 * * * * * *
NOTES : -
1. All drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken
on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986.
2. ( ) Number in brackets indicates a water level higher than the
baseline level (average “©f January 9, 10, 13).
3. *Indicates a broken guage.

\\\\\
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING
ON-SITE' GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND

(A1l Readings are Recorded in Feet)

Well
No. 3/03/86 3/10/86 3/17/86 3/24/86 3/31/86 4/07/86
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 (4.0) 0 0 : 0
3 (1.0) (1.5) (3.0) (3.5) (3.0) (2.0)
4 (1.2) (1.7) 5.8 6.3 10.8 5.8
S (0.8) 0.2 6.2 3.7 12.2 3.7
6 4.2 4.7 5.7 5.2 6.7 6.7
7 6.2 5.7 6.2 6.7 6.7 8.2
8 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.5 6.5 7.0
9 6.5 3.0 6.5 7.5 7.5 7.0
10 2.0 9.0 2.0 2.5 3.5 5.0
11 9.0 7.0 (3.0) 8.5 9.0 13.0
12 9.7 6.7 9.3 8.7 9.7 13.2
13 11.0 8.0 9.0 11.0 9.5 13.0
14 10 7.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0
15 10 6 10.0 7.0 12.0 11.0
16 6.2 5.2 5.2 5.7 6.7 7.7
17 5.2 4.2 3.7 4,2 3.7 3.2
18 5.7 4.7 5.2 7.7 7.2 8.2
19 5.5 3.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5
20 2.8 4.3 3.8 4.8 4.3 4.8
21 6.3 3.3 5.3 5.3 3.8 5.3
22 8.8 8.8 6.8 7.8 5.8 7.8
23 4.5 5.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 5.5
24 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6
25 * - % * *x * *
NOTES :

1. All drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken
on January 92, 10, and 13, 1986.

rd

2. ( ) Number in brackets indicates a water level higher than the
baseline level (average of January 9, 10, 13). ‘

3. *Indicates a broken guage.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING
ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND

(All Readings are Recorded in Feet)

Well

No. 4/14/86 5/12/86 6/09/86 7/14/86 8/20/86 9/03/86
1 0 0 0 0 * *

2 0 0 (2.0) 0 0 0

3 (2.0) 0.5 3.0 6.0 8.0 6.0

4 10.8 0.8 10.8 8.8 8.8 10.8

S 12.2 2.7 10.2 12.2 10.2 10.2

6 6.7 13.7 13.7 11.7 9.7 9.7

7 7.2 14.2 14.2 12.2 12.2 12.2

8 8.0 14.0 14.0 13.0 12.0 12.0

9 8.0 15.0 8.0 13.0 13.0 11.0
10 5.0 15.0 11.5 8.0 7.0 11.0
11 13.0 10.0 5.0 7.0 11.0 9.0
12 15.7 14.7 11.2 7.7 11.7 7.7
13 13.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 11.0 3.0
4 12.0 12.0 12.0 10.0 10.0 8.0
15 12.0 12.0 12.0 4.0 8.0 6.0
16 7.7 3.7 5.2 10.2 10.2 10.2
17 5.7 2.2 4,2 11.2 9.2 1.2
18 8.7 5.2 3.2 13.7 9.7 13.7
19 5.5 5.5 1.0 4.5 5.5 3.5
20 4.8 6.3 1.3 9.8 5.8 7.8
21 3.8 3.8 4.3 7.3 9.3 5.3
22 6.8 5.8 5.3 8.8 7.8 15.8
23 4.5 4.0 5.5 9.5 7.5 7.5
24 6.6 2.1 2.1 4.4 4.6 6.6
25 * * * * *x x
NOTES :

1. All drawdown readings are compared to the average of readings taken

on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986. ”

2. ( ) Number in brackets indicates a water level higher than the

baseline level (average of January 9, 10, 13).

3. *Indicates a broken guage.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
RECOVERY WELL DRAWDOWN MONITORING
ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND

(A1l Readings are Recorded in Feet)

0015512

Well
No 9/17/86 10/01/86 10/29/86
1 * * *
2 0 0 0
3 8.0 6.0 6.0
4 8.2 8.8 10.8
5 10.2 10.2 12.2
6 9.7 9.7 7.7
7 10.2 12.2 10.2
8 12.0 10.0 10.0
9 9.0 11.0 9.0
10 5.0 7.0 5.0
11 7.0 9.0 11.0
12 9.7 7.7 15.7
13 5.0 5.0 13.0
14 6.0 6.0 12.0
15 4.0 4.0 8.0
16 0.2 4,2 4.2
17 1.2 3.2 5.2
18 3.7 5.7 5.7
19 5.5 3.2 5.5
20 7.8 7.8 1.8
21 3.3 7.3 7.3
22 3.8 5.8 9.8
23 3.5 9.5 7.5
24 2.6 4.6 4.2
25 * * *
NOTES:
1. All drawdown readings are compared to the average of
readings taken on January 9, 10, and 13, 1986.
2. ( ) Number in brackets indicates a water level higher
~than the baseline level (average of January 9, 10, 13).

3. *Indicates a broken guage.
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FIGURE 2 0015513

Ly

Typical Well Construction Details
Multi-point Shallow Well Groundwater Recovery System

Solvents Recovery Service Of New Engiand

(See Table 2 for elevations)

DISCHARGE LINE 7

WATER LEVEL GAGE
_— “+— DISCHARGE LINE ELEVATION
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CASING
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WELL POINT

(NOT DRAWN TO SCALE)
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TABLE 2
WELL CONSTRUCTION ELEVATIONS
ON-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND

(All Elevations Listed in Feet)

: _ Elevation
Well Elevation Elevation of Top of Elevation of
Number of Well Point of Bedrock Well Screen Discharge Line

1 165.60 168.85 175.60 177.93
2 162.08 165.83 172.08 . 174.22
3 146.60 149.85 156.60 169.81
4 143.88 147.49 153.88 164.96
5 144.21 146.21 154.21 162.54
6 142.63 145.46 157.63 162.05
7 144.21 147.04 154.21 161.88
8 145.42 148.17 154.42 161.59
9 143.21 146.13 153.21 161.88
10 143.00 145.83 153.00 162.92
11 142.88 145.63 155.88 161.63
12 140.99 143.57 153.99 161.99
13 143.05 145.97 153.05 162.47
14 144.47 147.80 - 154.47 162.47
15 143.41 146.41 153.41 161.58
16 141.17 144.42 151.17 161.67
17 141.65 144.57 151.65 161.48
18 141.17 144.17 151.17 161.84
19 149.45 151.70 159.45 161.95
20 145.75 148.50 - 155.75 161.83
21 143.53 146.53 153.53 161.03
22 146.43 © 149.68 156 .43 160.60
23 145.56 149.89 155.56 159.89
24 146.75 149.67 156 .75 160.08

25 146.37 151.20 156.37 159.20
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TABLE 3

WELL CONSTRUCTION ELEVATIONS (AS-BUILT)

OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER RECOVERY SYSTEM

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND

(All Elevations Listed in Feet)

Recovery Recovery Recovery Recovery Recovery Recovery
Well #3 Well #4 Well #5 Well #6 Well #7 Well #8 SRS-5 SRS-6
Top of Well Casing 160.14 160.20 160.18 155.89 162.27 152,98 154.30 153.91
Top of Well Riser NA NA - NA NA NA NA 154.23 153.80
Grade 159.37 159.46 159.07 155.27 151.15 152,13 152.20 151.49
Top of Well Screen 148.99 148.40 134.53 130.24 144,12 138.76 144.89 121.41
Bottom of Well Screen 108.01 107.28 103.63 94.06 118.48 68.69 114.89 - 81.66
NOTES:
1) Casing elevétions were measured by YWC, Inc. on November 11, 1986. (All measurements with
well head/cap off).
2) Grade is defined as the elevation of the ground immediately adjacent to the well. It should
be noted that soil was mounded adjacent to recovery wells 3, 4, 5, and 6.
3) NA means not applicable.
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Solvents Recovery Service of New Jersey, Inc. L JUL | 71987

1200 Sylvan Street
Linden, New Jersey, 07036

Attention: James R. Hulm . S‘ {S NJ

Re: DEP/WPC 1131-032
Town of Southington
Quinnipiac River Watershed

‘Dear Mr. Hulm:

Pursuant to our phone conversation earlier today, I have enclosed a copy of
EPA's comments on the draft permit for SRSNE. To be able to address these
comments the department will require further information on how the draft
effluent limitations were derived. Actual calculations will need to be
submitted. In addition, SRSNE must submit an explanation of how the recovery
system will be operated at river flows below 10 CFS and still be capable of
meeting the requirements of the site remediation consent order.

The present NPDES permit requires SRSNE to perform an in-stream monitoring
program. This program was to be initiated within one month of approval of the
scope of study. - Results of this testing were due six month following the
approval. The Director approved the scope of study December 10, 1986.

Since some of the testing is contingent on low river flows it is
understandable that the testing could not be performed during high springtime
flows. It is our understanding that testing has not yet begun. Since the
duration of summer time low flow is limited it is critical that this tesing
begin immediately as a year delay will be unacceptable.

If you should have any question please call me at 566-5903.

Sincerely,

Robert E. Kaliszewski

Senior Sanitary Engineer

Water Compliance Unit
REK/ar

Enclosure

cc: Keith Warner, York Wastewater Consultants

0015516
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REGION |
J. F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203

RECEIVEL

Mike Harder, Assistant Director JUL.‘91987
Water Compliance Unit WATER
Connecticut Department Of Environmental Protection ‘et ¢f Envir(;w:rtl?n'\e/ln“:--"‘-,‘!ﬁ,\fm-E
122 Washington Street ' : | tecknr
Hartford, CT 06106 .
.Re: Draft NPDES Permit No. CT0023337

Solvents Recovery Services of New England

Dear Mr. Moore:

" On June 9, 1987, Lynne Fratus of EPA's Water Division attended
a meeting with Wesley Winterbottom and Robert Kalzewski of
your Department. The meeting was organized by Joel Balmat
EPA's superfund site manager for the Solvents Recovery Services
site. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the above
referenced draft permit and other activities such as the RCRA
permit involved with the site.

As discussed during the meeting, EPA has several comments on the
draft permit developed by your office. Attached is a memo
outlining these comments. contact me or Lynne at (617)565-3512
if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

Gerald Potam.s
- Chief, Industrial Permits Section

cc: Wesley Winterbottom, CT DEP'V//
Joel Balmat, EPA Superfund Branch
Robert B. P. Stevens, GZA

e (|1

~ |
. SRS NJ_|
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

0015518
DATE: June 16, 1987

JBJQCT:, Comments on Draft Permit for Solvents Recovery Services

FROM: Lynne Fratus, Industrial Permits Section £%mup/

TO: Gerald Potamis, Chief, Industrial Permits Section

This memo outlines the comments on the draft permit and the
development of the effluent limitations for Solvents Recovery
Services.,

Derivation of Effluent Limitations

The fact sheet attached to the draft permit developed by the

DEP states that the limitations were established using instream,
chronic aquatic criteria, human health criteria or suggested

no adverse response levels (SNARLs). In cases where no criteria
exists, the limit was based on best available technology,
drinking water standards or analytical laboratory detection
limits. This methodology is slightly different than that
employed by EPA.

The Clean Water Act requires that, at a minimum, the effluent
limitations must reflect those achievable through the applica-
tion of rthe best available technology (BAT). 1In addition,

the limitations must also satisfy water quality requirements,
Since the Quinnipiac River is designated for the uses of
protection and propagation of fish and for primary and second-
ary contact recreation, EPA uses not only the chronic but also
the acute water quality criteria to protect this designated
use. This approach provides complete protection of the
aquatic organisms. ' ~

The Quinnipiac River also impacts public water supply wells
for the Town of Southington. Downstream from the proposed
discharge, the Quinnipiac River recharges, to a certain
extent a number of public water supply wells. The cones of
depression for Southington's public water supply wells $4 and
36 extend out to the Quinnipiac River. Wells #4 and $6,
approximately 1/2 mile downstream from the discharge point,
are currently not in operation due to contamination.

Southington well #1 is located approximately 1 1/2 miles
downstream, off of High Street, 1000 feet from the Quinnipiac
River. It is a 500 GPM well in operation 24 hours per day
during the summer months. Well $1's cone of depression also
extends out to the Quinnipiac. '

In light of the Safe Drinking Water Amendments (SDWA) of 1986,
which includes the establishment of wellhead protection areas
(SDWA §1428), discharge limitations must be established to
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To establish these limits, Epa would first consider any
existing or Proposed drinking water standards. 1In the absence
of drinking water standards, EPA considers the human health
criteria with a risk factor of at least 1 inp 109, drinking

other factors into consideration. For pollutants which have
neither drinking water Standards, human health Criteria,

ing these instream Criteria to actual effluent (end of pipe)
limits also differs from that employed by Epa. EPA converts
the instream Criteria, which are concentration based, to a
concentration based effluent limit using a dilution factor,
When converting the acute instream criteria, Epa calculates

the dilution factor for critical flow conditions using the
Stream's 7Q10 low flow and the Plant's maximum discharge flow.
When converting the chronic criteria, the drinking water
standards or human health criteria, Epa calculates the dilution
factor for more average flow conditions using the stream's

The draft permit uses a 7010 low flow of 2.2 cfs, an annual
average flow of 31.32 cfs and an "intermediate"™ flow of 10.0 cfg
at Southington for effluent limit Ccalculations. Epa questions
the derivation ang the use of these flows, According to

conditions. However, for Calculating limits at more average
flow condicions, an annual average or “intermediate® flow is
not consistent with EpPaA guidance documents, As stated above,

EPA would use the 30C2 flow for these calculations. Since
long term USGs flow data at Southington ig not available, EPA

Using this same ratio at Southington Yields a 3002 of 4.4
cfs. This valye also ‘takes into consideration the diversion
In conclusion, without further information, EpPa
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would use a 7Q10 flow of 2.2 cfs and a 30Q2 flow of 4.4 cfs
for effluent limitation development.

Attachment B tabulates the criteria and the calculated limits
based on the criteria for all the pollutants limited in the
permit. Although EPA questions the derivation of the inter-
mediate flow of 10.0 cfs, for consistency and comparison to

the draft permit limts this value was used for calculations
fnvolving the more average low flow (i.e. for all calculations
except in converting the acute aquatic criteria). EPA choses
the most stringent limit required between the aquatic water
quality criteria, drinking water requirements and those
achievable through the application of the best available
technology (BAT)(see also the comment on BAT). The concentration
based limits which would be established by EPA were converted
to mass based limits for comparison to those in the proposed
draft. As seen in the table, several of the limits in the
draft permit exceed those established using EPA's methodology.

The discrepancies between the limits proposed in the draft
permit and those calculated using EPA's methodology are
gquestionable. Assumptions were made in the development of

the draft permit limits which would appear to give more restric-
tive limits than those calculated using EPA's methodology.

Due to a lack of data, EPA assumed that the background concent-
ration was zero for all pollutants. The limits in the draft
permit were calculated with a conservative assumption that

the background concentration for each pollutant was 1 ppb.

In addition, the limits in the draft permit were calculated
using human health criteria and SNARL numbers or drinking

water standards when these were not available. As stated
above, EPA gave priority to the drinking water standards and
used human health criteria when there wasn't a drinking water
standard. Since drinking water standards tend to be less
stringent than human health criteria, it would seem that in

- some cases the draft permit would have tighter limits.

Furthermore, the limits in the draft permit were calculated
using 25% of the river's allocation. The numbers tabulated
using EPA's methodology were calculated with 100% of the
river's allocation.

Since there seems to be several discrepancies between the limits
established in the draft permit and those developed using EPA's
msthodology, further information and justification of the
derivation of the limits in the proposed draft is needed before
the draft permit is approved by EPA.

Best Available Technology

As stated above, the Clean Water Act requires the permitting
authority to establish effluent limitations which, at a
minimum, are achievable through the application of the best
available technology. EPA has not promulgated guidelines
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ations, Thus, this determination must be made using best
professional judgment (BPJ),

The draft permit acknowledges this technology as BAT and hag
required a 684 removal efficiency. EPA is uncertain as to
how this efficiency was obtained, SRSNE performed a treat-
ability study, using their own effluent, which demonstrated
an average removal efficiency of 98% (See Attachment c,
Tables 1 and 2). Literature discussing air stripping
design also demonstrates removal efficiencies of at least 90%
for VOC's which comprise the majority of SRSNE's ground-

i

efficiency, This approach also enabled them to reduce the
flow through the treatment System in the winter which giveg
better removal efficiency,

In conclusion, using best Professional judgment, Epa is not
certain that ajr stripping with the on-site cooling tower at
68% removal represents BAT. The permit should require at
least 903 removal. EPA does not have enough information, such

removal, Bowever, if the nNumerical limjtg are more stringent
than those op Attachment B, the cwa requires that they be
established, 1f significant seasonal fluctuations develop,
then Perhaps another Meéans or additional treatment shoulgd be

Clarity angd Typographical Errors

Attachment E i{s 3 copy of the draft permit with typographical
eérrors indicated. Attachment f jg a flow diagram established
to clarify the monitoring requirements ang sampling locations,
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From this diagram, it is evident that some constituents, such as
the well overflow and miscellaneous package dripping, have
not been included in the appropriate permitted outfalls.,

Item #4 on page 6 requires the stormwater collected in the diked
~facilities be introduced into the groundwater treatment system.
This provision should be clarified by adding stormwater to the
list of constituents from outfall 00lA. A provision should

also be added requiring sampling during a storm event.

Item #3 on page 5 is unclear. It states that "If permit
requirements are met for one quarter, the frequency of monitor-
ing shall be reduced to monthly until 75% of the permit
effluent limitations are reached”. This implies that as
long as the permittee is meeting 75% of the effluent limitations,
they will only be required to monitor on a monthly basis? The
last part of the sentence (until 75% ...) should be removed.

Summary

The draft permit developed for Solvents Recovery Services of

New England in Southington by the Connecticut DEP is unacceptable
to the EPA., The derivation of the effluent limits is not
consistent with EPA's derivation. According to the Clean Water
Act, at a minimum the facility must be required to meet limits
which reflect those achievable through the application of the
best available technology. SRSNE proposes to use steam and

air stripping to treat their wastewater. This type of technology
is capable of achieving greater than 90% removal and SRSNE

should be required to achieve this efficiency. 1In addition,

the CWA requires that the discharge does not violate water
quality standards. Thus the limits must protect both aquatic
organisms and human health. Therefore, EPA recommends that the
limits should be at least as stringent as those found in
Attachment B. Limits less stringent than these need further
justification for EPA approval.
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METHODOLOGY FOR EFFLUENT LIMITATION DEVELOPMENT

Mass Balance: QeCe + QrCr = 0Q4Cj
Where: Qe = effluent flow
~ Ce = concentration of pollutant in effluent
Qr = river flow
Cr = concentration of pollutant in effluent
Qj = river flow downstream from discharge
= (Qg + Qr)
Ci = concentration of pollutant instream
after dilution, equal to EPA criteria
Assumptions: l. C, =0

2. During critical conditions

Qe Qmax = 0.235 mgd .
Qr Q7010 = 2.2 cfs = 1.42 mgd

3. During average conditions

Qe = Qay = 0.235 mgd
Qr ='Q3OQZ = 10.0 cfs = 6.46 mgd
Resulting Equation: Ce = (Qe + OF) x C4
: e
Sample Calculation: Benzene
1. Acute aquatic instream criteria = 5300 ug/1
2. Chronic * - - = No data

3. Drinking Water Standard = 5 ug/1
4. Human Health at 10-5 risk = 6.6 ug/1

(5300 ug/1)x(0.235 + 1.42) = 37 mg/1
0.235

Daily Maximum Limit

(5 ug/1)x(0.235 + 6.46) = 0.14 mg/1
0.235

Monthly Average Limit

EPA would establish the limit based on the drinking water
standard of 0.14 mg/l.

Converting this concentration based limit to a mass limit:

(0.14 mg/1)(0.235 mgd) (3785 m3/day) (1000 1)( 1 kg ) = 0.12 kg/day
1 mgd l1m?. 1x10°mg .
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ATTACHMENT B , Page 1 of 4
0015524

TABULATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

Instream acute aquatic water quality criteria.

Effluent limitation necessary to meet acute water quélity criteria.
Instream chronic water quality criteria.

Effluent limitation necessary to meet chronic water quality criteria.
Drinking water 'standards.

a. Existing maximum contaminant level (MCL)

b. Proposed maximum contaminant level (PMCL)

C. Proposed maximum contaminant level goal (PMCLG)

d. Existing MCL for total trihalomethanes

e. Life time health advisory

f. Interim guidance calculations based on reference dose levels

for chronic exposure.

g. Cancer risk levels at 1 in 1035 risk.

Effluent limitation necessary to meet drinking water standards.
Human health criteria at 1 in 1x105 risk.

Effluent limitation necessary to meet the human health criteria.
Effluent limitation established by EPA, concentration based.
Effluent limitation established by EPA, mass based.

Effluent limitation established in draft permit, mass based.
Must base limit on human health criteriz at 10-5 risk.

Must base 1limit on drinking water standards.
Must base limit on acute aquatic water quality criteria.

Must base limit on chronic aquatic water quality criteria.

No established criteria

Human health criteria based on toxicity data without calculation
of risk.

EPA does not have enough information on the influent concent-
rations to the treatment facilities to establish effluent
limitations based on BAT at 90% removal. If the limits based
on BAT are more stringent than those tabulated, EPA would
establish them instead.



TABULATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

T

Page 2 of 4

W D10 Wi (6 (9) 11 (10) [1°(11) || comar
Pollutant Mg/l mg/1 | ug/l mg/1 1 mg/1| ug/1 mg/1 mg/1 | |kg/day kg/day
Acetone NG - N - [£700 20.0! ne - 20.0 || 17.7 15.3 || ok
Acrolein . 68 0.48 | 21 o0.60[ N - *320 9.1 | 0.48 || 0.43 0.13 || ok
Acrylonitrile 7350 53 |2600 .74 | o - 0.58 0.017| 0.017/| 0.015 0.67 (| Nor oK, (12)
Barium NG - NC - 131000 28.5| mc - 28.5 (| 25.4 (| 6.13 || o
Benzene 5300 37 NC - |35.0 0.14 6.6 0.19 0.14 [} 0.12 || 0.77 NOT 0K, (13)
Bramamethane - - - - - - - - - - - - See Cambined
Bramoform NG - N - |di00 2.g5] - - | 2.85 || 2.5 0.10 || ok fialamethanes
Butyl Acetate NC - NC‘ - NC - NC - - - 0.19 Based on BAT -
Carbon Tetrachloride [35200 248 NC - 1950 0.14] 4.0 o.13 0.14 {1 0.12 [ 0.13 || ok
' Monochlorobenzene 250 1.8 50 1.4 | cgp 1.70(*488 13.9{ 1.4 1.2 |].0.31 || ok
Chloroethane NC - NC - NC - NC - - - 0.94 Based on BAT
Chloromethane - - - - - - - - - - - See Cambined
Halamethanes
2-Chlorovinylether 238000 1676 N - NC = (0.3 0.009 0.009 0.008/ 1 0.75 | nor ok, (12)
Chloroform N = | a - |digo 95| - 2.85 | 2.5 [] 0.30 [ ok
Chromium 16 0.11 11 0.31] 350 1,42[ *59 .45 0.11 (] 0.098| 0.27 NOT OK, (14)
Cambined Halamethanes|11000 77 N - N - (1.9 0.054 0.054/1 0.048( 0.30 || nor 0K, (12)
Cpper 6.5 0.046| 9.2 0.26/C1300 37. NC - 1 0.046]] 0.041]| 0.13 || Nor ok, (14)

€£25S100

\. -
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TABULATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

Page 3 of 4

T P N R e e

2
| RN
(1) (2) (3)  (4) | (5) (6) | (7) «(8) (9) (10) (11) COMMENT
Pollutant ug/1 mg/1 ug/1 mg/1| ug/l mg/1 ug/l1 mg/1| my/1 kg/day| |kg/day
Cyclohexane NC - NC - NC - NC - - - 0.19 Based on BAT
Dibramochlordmethane - - - - [d100 2.85 = - 2.85 2.5 0.3** | OK,**Limit for
cambined halameth,
Methyl Isobutyl NC - N - 1350 10.0] N - 10.0 || 8.9 3.82 || ok
Ketone ’
Nickel 790 5.56 88 2.50/|€150 4.3 [*13.4 0.38 0.38 0.34 0.34 OK
4-Nitrophenol 230 1.62 | 150 4.27| NC - NC - 1.62 1.4 0.92 OK
Phenol ' 10200 72 {2360 67.2|f280 8.0 (*3500 100 | 8.0 7.1 15.7 NOT OK, (13)
Tetrachloroethane 9320 67 (2400 68.4| NC - 1.7 0.048( 0.048 0.043(| 0.20 NOT OK, (12)
Tetrachloroethylene 5280 37 | 840 24.0| €10 0.28 | 8.0 0.23 | 0.23 0.20 5.15 NOT OK, (12)
Tetrahydrofuran NC - NC - NC - NC - - - 8.80 Based on BAT
l,l,l-Trichloroethane 18000 127 NC - |3200 5.7 *18400 524 5.7 5.0 5.75 NOT OK, (13)
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 18000 127 | 2400 68.4| NC - 6.0 0.17 | 0.17 0.15 0.80 NOT OK, (12)
Trichloroethylene 45000 317 |21900 624 (35,0 0.14 27 0.77 | 0.14 0.12 1.54 NOT OK, (13)
Trichlorofluomnethan - - - - - - - - - - See Cambined
Halamethanes
2,4,6-Trichlor0phenol NC - NC - [ 918 0.51] NC - 0.51 0.46 5.94 NOT OK, (13)
Toluene 17500 123 NC = [€2000 57.0 *14300 407 57.0 50.7 3.06 OK
Vinyl Chloride NC - NC - [32.0 0.057 20  0.57{ 0.057 0.051(| 10.0 NOT OK, (13)
Xylenes NC - NC - [C440 12.5( N - 12.5 11.1 1.92 OK
1,1-Dichlorvethane 118000 831 |20000 570 NC - 9.4 0.27 0.27 0.24 4.65 NOT OK, (12)

92SST100



(1) (2)

Pollutant ug/l mg/l
1,2-Dichloroethane 118000 83}
1,1-Dichloroetny1ene 11600 g2
Trans 1,2-Dichloro- 11600 g2

ethylene
Cis 1,3-Dichloro- 23000 162

Prapene
Trans 1,3-Dichioro- 23000 162

Propene
1, 2-Dichlor0pr0pane 23000 162
2,4-Dimethy1 phenol 2120 15
2,4—Dinitrotoluene 330 2.3
1,4-Dioxane NC -
Ethylbenzene 132000 225
Hexachloroethane 980 6.9
Isophorone 117000 g24
Lead 34 0.24
Isoptopyi Alcahol NC -
Methylene Chloride NC -
Methyl Ethyl Ketone NC -
Iron NC =

TABULATION or EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS
(3 (4) [ (5) (6) | (1) (8

.MM.M

20000 570 |as.g g, 1, 9.4 0.268
NC = 37,0 0.20 3.3 0.09
NC = %0 2.00 NC -
5700 162 | n¢ - *87  2.48] 2.48
5700 162 | no- o *87  2.48( 2.48
3700 162 |%.0 g,19 -*87 2.48/ 0.17
NC - NC = |00 1.4 11.4
230 6.6 | nc - 1.1 0.031) 0.033
NC - ]970 2.0 NC - | 2.0
NC -~ |[Ceg0 19.4|*1400 40.¢ 19.4
540 15.4 | ne o 19 0.54 | 0.54
NC =~ Jf1050 30,0 5200 148 | 30.¢
1.3 0.037] asgg 1.4 50 1.4 | 0.037
NC - NC - | NC - -
NC - f350 10,0 175 5.0 | 5.9
NC . - [e170 4.8 NC - | 4.8
NC - NC - NC - -

2.2 l.49
2.2 1.49
0.15 1| 0.95
10.1 0.13
0.028)| 1.41
1.8 1.52
17.3 || 1.96
0.48 || 3.31
20.7 |] 7.17
0.033,’ 0.10
= || 38.4
4.4 0.48
4.3 || 38.4

————

(13)

(13)
NOT oK, (12)
OK

OK

NOT ok, (12)
UK

NOT oKk, (15)
Based on maT
OK

NOT ok, (13)

- | 9.2 | Based on BAT

L2SST00
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TABLE 1
SRS COOLING TOWER
TREATABILITY STUDY
WELL YATER SPIKED WITH VOLATILE ORGAN1Cs!

.o Thursday, May 26, 1983 Priday, May 27, 1983

Fead Rate 50 Peed Rate 25
Ynfluent Blowdown [ anIuon: Blowdown [
+ _{ppb) _{ppb) Removal tppb) _{ppb) Removal
Methylene Chloride 11,350.8 201.8% 98.2 11,502.0 136.43 ’8.8
(15) (1%) _
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 9,252.% 102.8 98.9 16,049.% 99.8 99,4
(180) (180)
Trichloroethylene 6,702.0 78.9 98.8 14,064, 108.83 99.3
(15) (1s) .
Toluene 3,041.0 7.95 99.7 8,331.5 57.33 99.4
(600) . (600)

lvell water vas spiked with contaninants shown in table above.

TABLE 2
SRS WELL WATER AS IS PFRON

ON-SITE PRODUCTION WELL

Wednesday, May 25, 1983 Tuesday, Rmay 24, 1983
Yeed Rate SO gpm Feed Rate 2S5 gpm
Influent Blowdown L] Influent Blowdown )
{ppb) {ppb) Removal {ppb) - _{ppd) Removal
Methylene Chloride 12¢6.0 11,6 90.8 101.1 <10 100
(15) (1s)
1,1-Trictloroethylens 157.9 . <10 100 146.5 <10 100
1,1-Trichloroethane 27.9 <10 100 23,9 <10 100
Trans 1,2-Trichloroethylene  760.1 4.8 9.1 583.9 Q0 100
1,1,1=Trichloroethane 2,123 112.9 TR I 1,608 12.8 99.2
(180) (180)
Trichloroethylens 476.4 . 3.0 93.3 363.7 17.7 5.1
N (1s) (15)
Tetrachloroethylene 256.6 13.7 94,7 169.7 18,3 $9.2
(12) i (12)

Ethylbenzene 27,3 . €10 . 100 <10 <10 100 -
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@’DQ'S\XV'\ ard Eua\di‘(‘éh OQ‘ ary A'\r S’H‘.PP‘\IB-VD@Q‘P S;Of_.

Qo.moua\ o‘\:' VOC,‘S ?ﬂ)m GfDOﬁA(AO\'\'QA” 3~bQU.\d w. \'\anA ) RQBQQFQEPWQ‘"

TABLE S '
Tachno (O% - Average removals obtained for VOCs, TOX, and TOXFP Sapt. 1986,

Averag: Influent | Average Effiuent
Concentration Concentration Removal
Coeapound ug/L YA pervent

° eis- 1 2-Dichloroethene vk} 26 9%.8

Trichloroethene . 0 14 8.0

Tetrachloroethene 53.6 096 %4

Toluene - 309 0.94 96.9

Ethyl benzene 5.1 <03

Xylenes® 16.6 0.60 96.4

Viny} chloride 88 <03

TOX (as C1) 1730 64.0 630

TOXFP (as CD) 846.0 1092.0 -5

*Sum of m, o, and p isomers

“?\Qsmsnin% o. Cost-E R cenrt A S’rr’-pp‘s;wi R‘OQQSS" N. Nirmala k-
oandan N &usurc\r\ ~lrTQQ\f-\r\o\Qc\qL ek P
v

[y

TABLE 3
Summary of optimized parameters®
Treatment Cost ’
;;::::’y $/1000 gel (3785 L) Alr-to-Water | Water Loading Packing Height
vOC percenl |1 mgd (3785 m?/d)(2 mgd (7570 m3/d) (vol/vel) Lpm/sq f2 {kg/ m>s) T (o)
Carbon tetrachloride 90 4.48 330 b3 47-51 (32-35) 82029)
99 7.81 5.87 -~ 485 (23.0) 16.4 (5.0)
9.9 1113 84 -~ * 47.0(2.0) 24.6(1.5)
99.99 14.44 10.99 -3 47.0(2.0) 35.010.D)
Tetrachloroethylene 90 4.43 32¢ -] 44-51 (30-35) 82(25)
9 . mn 5.80 -3 47.0(2.0) 164 (5.0
9.9 ot 11.00 833 b3 | 4850 24605
99.99 14.27 ' 10.85 S 485 33.00 35.0010.9)
Trichloroethylene %0 . 4.70, .98 2 40.4 27.5) 83026
%9 830 6.29 26 404 275) 1723 (5.4)
9.9 12.00 9.11 28 40.4 (27.5) 262 (8.0)
99.99 15.66 11.92 2% 404 215) X%6.0(11.00
1.:.1-Trichloroethane 90 492 I &8 40.4 (27.5) s..28)
9 8.86 6.68 40 40.4 (27.9) 18.75.0
, 99.9 12.82 973 40 40.4 27.5) 28.8(8.8)
: . R 99.99 1677 13.79 40 40.4 (27.5) 38.7(11.8)
Chloroform 20 6.19 473 [L] 30.1 20.5) 95R.9)
9% 11.40 8.70 S0 252(172) 18365.9)
9.9 16.29 12.58 S0 252(172) 292(8.9
99.99 2.9 16.41 50 252072) 18.7021

'A.’La estimates based on Onda’s correlation for 2-in. (50.8- mm) packing sysiem temperature—S58°F (15°C)

EPA Tr%‘\'&\o‘\\’\’r\ Manval | Vol T ypae T -?-.3.-.\1-?.

CONTROL TECHNOLOGY SUM:.ARY FOR STEAN STRIPPING

3 in [ffiueng concentrasion mOvel @fficienc

Poituteng 110t sCole Fyull sceie Rangg Megian Range Megipn
Ciassicail poliutants, mg/L:

co0 . 1 170 59

T0C 7 77 - 9,800 2400 8 -79 %5
Toxic pollutants, ug/l:

Chioroform 3 %0 - 63,000 np 89 - >99 »99

1,2-Dichtoroethsne 6 22 - A5 42,000 70 - 99 96

t,2-Trangs-dichloroesthytene 5 MD - t.3E6 16,000 9 - >99 99

Methyiene chioride S $0,000 - 35 130,000 58 - 87 81

1,1,2,2-Tetrschicrcethane S uD - 78,000 33,000 99 - >99 99

Tetrachioroethyiens 3 ND - 6,800 (1] 37 - >99 >99

t,1,1=Trichioroethane 1 42,000

1,1,2=1richioroethane S nD - 200 ND 98 - >99 >99

Trichlorosthylene 3 RD - 34,000 ND 23 - >99 1]

Bianks 'nd:cate Gata not avalisdie.
ND, not detscted.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

© 0015530
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. . CT&ME

Mr. John Weischel . WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
Town Manager

Town of Southington

Southington, Ct.

Dear Mr. Weischel:

Pursuant to our recent conversation, enclosed please find the proposed
NPDES permit for the Solvents Recovery Service facility and the methodology
proposed by their consultant to arrive at permit limits. I have taken the
liberty of forwarding a copy to Tim Taylor of GZA. '

lease distribute it to appropriate local officials. I will contact you
shortly to arrange a meeting to discuss its contents.

Sincerely yours,

Wbty L USAR =

Wesley L. Winterbottom
Principal Sanitary Engineer
WATER COMPLIANCE INIT '

WLW/pc

[
te& o) Becniia a Wemlrrd Crcnatien O
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NPDES PERMIT ' J\“___
. ! SCUTHI 217 ooe P
Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Ine. |
P.0. Box 362 : :
Lazy Lane

Southington, Conn. 06489

Re: DEP/WPC-131-O32
* Town of Southington
Quinnipiac Rivep Watershed
This permit is 1{ssued in ,
Connecticyt General Statutes, and regulation adopted thereunder, as amended and
Section 402(b) of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 33 yse 1251, et. seq. and
Pursuant to an approval dated September 26

» 1973, by the Administrator ot" the
United States Envirormental Protection Agency for the State of Connecticut to
administer a N.P.D.E

-E.S. permit program.

2] hlrotection (herefnafter mpe
{ oL 7 H) Fyvisions of thig permit the
y Eodlars frotect the waters of

ated groundwater,
well overflow ard

Scharged in accordance
and Specifications approved by the Director of Watep
and
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A. Discharge Serial No. 001

0015532

Description: Recovered groundwater (on-site and off-site systems) non- |
contact steam condensate, diked and non-diked stormwater,
cormfuct steam condensate, well overflow, boiler blowdownf, misc. package

Receiving Stream:

B. Discharge Serial No. 001A
Description - Recovered groundfater (on-site and off-site overy

systems) ,contact steam con&er\sdwzewﬂ‘,wq\\ ooe_rfé bes, aand

Average Daily Flow - 235,000 gallons per day dikzd slormmwaten S€ten

Parameter

# fcetone

Acrolein
Acrylonitrile

#Barium

Benzene

Bramamethane
Bramoform _

8Butyl Acetate

Carbon Tetracihloride
Chlorobenzene
Chloroethane

Chlo thane
2-Chlofrgtnylether .
Chloroform '
#Chromium III
Combined Halomethanes
. %Copper

Cyclohexane
Dibramochloranethane
1,1-Dichlorocethane
1,2-Dichlorcethane
1,1-Dichloroethylene
#Trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene
1,2-Dichloropropane
Cis-1,3-Dichloroprorene
Trans-1,3-Dichlorupropene
#2,4.Dimethylphenol
%2 4.Dinitrotoluene
1,4-Dioxane .
Ethyl Benzene
#Hexachloroethane
#Isophorone
#Tsopropyl Alcohol
#Iron

#lead

#Methylene Chloride
fMethyl Ethyl Ketone

Code

851
797
780
104

(Code 1090000) dripp 'sr-\%-
Quinnipiac River ®Basin Code ®

Present/Future Water Quality Standard:
Average Daily Flow:

Be/Be

236,000 gallons per day

4r Q"-\{‘MQn-\- .

Maximm Daily
Quantity

15.3 kg/day
0.13 kg/day
0.67 kg/day
6.13 kg/day
0.77 kg/day .

88 Sece Combined Holamethanes
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¥Methyl Isobutyl Ketone 869 3.82 kg/day
¥Nickel 119 0.34 kg/day
#Yy_Nitrophenol 829 0.92 kg/day
#Phenol 821 15.7 kg/day
1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 461 0.20 kg/day
#Tetrachloroethylene 458 5.15 kg/day
Tetrahydrofuran 600 8.80 kg/day
1,1,1-Trichlorocethane 460 5.75 kg/day
1,1,2-Trichioroethane 600 0.80 kg/day
Trichloroethylene 462 1.54 kg/day
Trichlorofluorocmethane u66 &% See Combined Halomethanes
82 U4 6-Trichlorophenol 468 5.94 kg/day
Toluene 825 3.06 kg/day
Vinyl Chloride 881 10.0 kg/day
Xylenes 884 1.92 kg/day
%Zinc 127 9.60 kg/day
1) The pH of the discharge shall not be less than 6.0 or greater than 9.0
(Code 609).
2) The discharge shall not contain or cause in the receiving stream a
visible 0il sheen or floating sgh
3) The discharge shall not causef oloration or foaming in the
_ receiving waters beyond any as provided in the
"Connecticut Water Quality ~k ~33 amended.
4) The temperature of the disc : the temperature of
the receiving stream above 85 F 8r raiSeifthe flormal temperature of
the receiving stream more than 4°F beyond zone of influence as
provided in the "Connecticut Water Quality Standards and Criteria®™ as
amended.
5) (Parameters with a ®* only) - The air stripping discharges shall be
required to not exceed the maximum daily mass values specified above.
-6) (Parameters without ® only) - The air stripping discharges shall be
required to meet the maximum daily mass values specified above4pr'tﬁsf42
removal of TVO must be greater than 68%. TVO is defined as all
compounds without #, SL\N(A be C(OL
C. Discharge Serial No. 001A1l
Description - Contact Steam Condensate
Average Daily Flow - 5,000 gallons per day
D. Discharge Serial No. 001A2

Description - Recovered on-site groundwaters, well overflow (treated
by air stripping).
Average Daily Flow - 30,000 gallons per day

~d
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E. Discharge Serial No. 001A3 .
Description - Recovered off-site groundwaters (treated by alir
stripping) oand Aiked ~Yormwatea TV oSt
Average Daily Flow - 200,000 gallons per day.

F. Discharge Serial No. 001B
Description - Non-contact steam condensate, miscellaneous packing
drippage, boiler blowdown, stormwater runoff.
Average Daily flow - 1,000 gallons per day '

3. The discharges shall be monitored and results reported to the Director of
Water Compliance within six weeks foldowing the month in which samples are
taken according to the following schedule: :

A. Discharge Sarial No. 001A1 (Effluent)
Discharge Serial No. 001A2 (Efflusnt)
pischarge Serial No. 001A2 (Influsnt)
Discharge Serial No. 001A3 (Effluent)
Discharge Serial No. 001A3 (Influent)

Parameter Code

Acetone ‘ 851

Acrolein 197

Acrylonitrile 780

Benzene 855

Bramomethane 425

Bromoform y24

Butyl Acetate 856

Carbon Tetrachloride 426

Chlorobenzene K1

Chloroethane 429 Twice per month Composite

Chloramethas.e 600 Twice per month Composite
. 2-Chlorovinylether ue6 - Twice per month Composite

Chloroform 430 Twice per month Composite

Combined Hélomethanes 600 Twice per month Composite

Cyclohexare 600 Twice per month Composite

Dibromochloramethane - 48 Twice .per month Camposite

1,1-Dichloroethane uy41 Twice per month Composite -

1,2—Dichloroethane uy7 Twice per month Composite

1,1-Dichloroethy1ene 443 Twice per month Camposite

T-ans-) ,2-Dichloroethy1e 4us Twice per month " Composite

1,2-Dichloropropane 446 Twice per month Composite

cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 450 Twice per month Composite

Trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 451 Twice per month Composite

1,4-Dioxane . - 8% Twice per month Composite

Ethyl Benzene 863 Twice per month Composite

Hexachloroethane - us5 Twice per month Composite

Isophorone 600 Twice per month Composite

Isopropyl Alcohol 600 Twice per month Composite

Methylene Chloride . sl Twice per month Composite

Methyl Ethyl Ketone 870.- - Twice per month Composite

Methyl Isobutyl Ketone 869 Twice per month Composite
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 tetrachloroehylene 458 Twice @ maatin e posi k€

1,1,2,2—Tetra¢hloroet-hane 461 Twice per month .ganpopsﬁte

Tetrahydrcluran 600 Twice per month Composite

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 460 Twice par month Composite

1,1,2-’rrichloroethane 600 Twice per month Composite

Trichloroethylene u62 Twice per month Camposite

Trichlorofluorarethane 466 Twice per month Composite

Toluene ' 85 Twice per month Camposite

vinyl Chloride 881 Twice per month Composite

Xylenes 884 Twice per month Composite

(1) The permittee shall record the total flow (Code *) and the number of

hours of discharge (Code

(2) Al monitoring reports

001A3 shall contain the
pollutants exce
include the percent removal for
systems and an explanation of
are being exceeded.

discharged and if
specified above shall
achieved by

(3) If permit
;0 i ASl}vke"enk _‘monitori..ng

the air str
why the maximum kilograms per

submitted for Di scharge

kg/day being
ed the

ipping treatment
day criteria

requirements are met for one quarter,
shall be reduced to monthly. g
allqwing a violation, the frequency of

1q

s) for gach day of sample collection.

Serial Nos. 001A2 and

discharged for each pollutant
maximum kilogram per day

TVO being

the frequency of

oV o [Exg
~ sampling shall revert back : month until the permit is met
for one quarter, at whichyy iod] £im 2 again be reduced to
monthly. : fAo .
(4) 1If the influent loading drops U - ed effluent loading for
3 consecutive readings, then the sampli] quency of the influent
shall be reduced to monthly. In the even there is a subsequent
increase in influent loading above permitted effluent loadings, the
previous sampling frequency shall be reinstated until influent loading
again drops to below the permitted effluent loading for 3 consecutive
readings. .
when measured effluent loadings fall below 103 of the permitted

effluent loading

the previous sampling
~loading again drops
consecutive readings.

for four consecutive readings,
effluent samples shall be red
{s a subsequent increase

frequency 3

below 10%

S 71 nCTON WATER CEPT.

b m——

sampling frequency for

In the event that there
loading in a month to above 10%;
hall be reinstated
of permitted loading for four

until effluent
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B. Discharge Serial No. 001A (Combined Effluent)
- Minimum Frequency :
Parameter Code of Sampling Sample Type
Barium 104 Twice per month Composite
Chranium III 109 Twice per month Composite
Copper mn Twice per month Composite
2,4-Dimethylphenol 822 Twice per month Composite
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 600 Twice per month Composite
%ZHe*ach-Lonoethan&— 455
Iscphorene- 660-
Iron 113 Twice per month Composite
Lead 114 Twice per month Canposite
Nickel 118 Twice per month Composite
L-Nitrophenol 829 Twice per month Composite
Phenol 821 Twice per month Camposite
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 468 Twice per month Composite
Zine Twice per month Composite

(1) The permittee shall record the total flow (Code #) and the number of
hours of discharge (Code ®) for each day of sample collection.

(2) If permit requirements are met for one quarter, the frequency of

monitoring shall be reduced to &P thly untii—75%—ef—the permit

o3 > - - §-" BN lawing A violation, the

frequency of sampling shall revep gagl fo Fic month until the
permit is met for one quarter, £F A 17 uld again be
reduced to monthly. <5 HB 23 ‘
(3) When measured effluent loadings fall be1d &hos fPr the permitted
effluent loading for four consecutive readings, ing frequency for

effluent samples shall be reduced to monthly. In the event that there
is a subsequent increase in effluent loading in a month to above 10%,
the previous sampli frequency shall be reinstated until effluent
loading again -dri below 108 of permitted loading for four
consecutive readings.

N,

Stormwater collected in diked facilities shall be introduced into the
groundwater treatment system for treatment. Storm water from non-diked
areas shall be managed in accordance with the engineering report submitted
by Solvents Recovery Service and approved by this Department on October 3,

1979.

The permittee shall by submit for the review and
approval of the Commissioner, the results of the in-stream water quality
study. -Such report shall include recommendations, if necessary for
provision of a higher degree of treatment and/or process modifications.

The permittee shall by submit for the review and
approval plans and specifications for the provision of any required higher
degree of treatment and/or process modifications.

s escloont somples from OCOjAL,COLAZ <COIATS will be amalyzed

o ompoun S (SQQ 3. A on poae ‘ﬂ. b)‘nqs' ‘o anctheq ama A%u‘d'e

3
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7. The permittee shall by verify to the Commissioneb

that construction of any required additional treatment facilities and/or
process modif {cations has been started. .

8. The permittee shall by ' verify to the Cammissioner
that construction of any required additional treatment facilities and/or
process modifications has been campleted.

9. "The effluent 1imitations specified in paragraph 2 above ar valid for such
period of time when the Town of Southington is not actively utilizing town
wells #4 and #6 for drinking water supply. If the Town of Southington
serves notification on SRSNE and this Department of their intent to
reactivate town well or wells 24 and/or #6, the permittee shall demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the Cammissioner within 60 days of such notification
that Discharge Serial Number 001 will not cause the exceedance of any
applicable Volatile Organic Chemical Action levels in the well production
water. If the Comnissioner determines that any applicable Volatile ic
Chemical Action Levels may be exceeded, the permittee shall uuﬁtg%i%hg
Conmissioner of Envirommental Protection within 60 day%ﬁ’ieﬁéﬂé“ necessary
to achieve a discharge quality that will not interfere with the wuse of
well #4 and #6. This report shall include a proposed schedule for
implementation. Further, this permit may be modified to reflect more
stringent effluent limitations necessary to ensure acceptable water quality
in the town wells.

10. The permittee shall, on a quarterly b
of the on-site and off-site groundwatey
recovery system, sutmit to the CommigigNey Bl K
report which sumnarized the effluent o5 e fhreceeding three
(3) months, in both a narrative and graphifald § and propose any
modifications or revisions of operating procedures which #ill insure strict
adherence to the effluent 1imitations of this permit. Should it be
determined at the end of the first year of operation tmat the treatment
technology in place cannot achieve the effluent limitations of this permit,
the permittee shall submit for the review and approval of the Commissioner

. of Envirommental Protection, a report which recammends alternative
technology that will insure achievement of said effluent limitations to
include a proposed compliance schedule for installation of such additional
facilities. :

ar of operation
t groundwater
al Protection a

11. In addition to the monitoring required b§ I;Paﬁgggagg 3 above the permittee
piiance

__shall supply_ to_the Director of Water ow_readings in cublc

e— S - ——_— o m— - —t—

feet per_second_of the Quinnipiac River at LIX the Lazy Lane Bridge, on_the
days that twice per month sampling occurs._.In addition, the permittee will
3 periodic in_ tbe_ Quinnipiac. in order to determine when
river flow decreases to ten cubic feet per second or less. , The purpose of
this is to allow the permittee to adjust treatment system o ration to meet

vx_'.e'duced | permitted loadings when the flow drops below 10 cfs.

12. When the treatment system influent comentrations and quantities drop below
permitted effluent levels, a report shall be submitted for the review and
approval of the Commi ssioner evaluating the removal efficiencies required.

-
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This permit shall be considered as the permit required by .Section 402 -of‘
Federal Water Pollution Control Act and Section 22a-430 of the Connecticut

General Statutes and shall expire on

This permit shall be subject to the following Sections of the Regulations

of Connecticut State Agencies which are hereby incorporated into this permit:

Section 22a-430-3 General Corditions

22a

(a)Definitions' .
(b)General '
(c)Inspection and Entry
(d)Effect of a Permit
(e)Duty to Comply
(f)Proper Operation and Maintenance’
(g)Sludge Disposal

(h)Duty to Mitigate

(1)Facility Modifications; Notificationf’ &
(j)Monitoring, Records and Reporting Regeirgs
(k)Bypass

(1)Conditions Applicable to POTWS
(m)Effluent Limitation Violations (Upsets)
(n)Enforcement

(o)Resource Conservation

(p)Spill Prevention and Control :
(q) Instrumentation, Alarms, Flow Recorders
(r)Equalization

430-4 Procedures and Criteria

(a)Duty to Apply

(b)Duty to Reapply

(c)Application Requirements '

(1)Establishing Effluent Limitations and Conditions
(m)Case by Case Determinations

(o)Permit Transfer

(q)Variances

(r)Secondary Treatment Requirements

(s)Treatment Requirements for Metals and Cyanide
(t)Discharges to POIWs - Prohibitions

Sexcept as superseded by the following definitions:

nGrab Sample Average" means the arithmetic average of all grab sample
analyses for the day of sample collection. Grab samples shall be collected
at least once every four hours over a full operating day for as long as the
discharge exists on that day (minimum of two grab samples per day).
"Maximum Daily Concentration" means the maximum concentration as measured
in a daily composite sample or grab sample average.

-
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njAverage Monthly Concentration" means the average concentration of a
gubstance as measured by the average of all daily composite samples or grab

sample averages taken during any calendar month.

~ Your attention is especially drawn to the notification requirements of
subsection (1)(2), (13, (3)(6), (NN, (1)(8)(C), (D), (), and (F),
(k)(3).and (4) and (1){2) of Section 22a-430-3. .

The Commissioner reserves the right to make appropriate revisions to the
permit {n order to establish any appropriate effluent 1imitations, achedules of
compliance, or other provisions which may be authorized under the Clean Water
Act or the Connecticut General Statutes or regulations adopted thereunder, as
amended. The permit as modified or reNeWisy under this paragraph may also
contain any other requirements of the Cleaf/wxa Act or Connecticut General
Statutes or regulations adopted thereunder £ %} then applicable.

v g3 g

Entered as a permit of the Camnissione

Commi ssioner
State Application No.® ’
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THE DETERMINATION OF EFFLUERT DISCARGE LIMITS
“pOR_SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF

The discharge 1imits for the combined flo¥ of the SRSNB Pacil-
ity (001) were determined using the methodology developed by
the Connecticut Department ot anironmentnl pProtection. The
criteria used {n the selection of allowable concentrations 1in

the Qninnipiac River were chronic, humand health, or SNARL dntnf/g;gnb

if available. 1t should be noted that some of these criteria
have not been developed DY the U.S. Environmental protection
Agency for many compounds. In cases vhere 0O criteria exists,
the criteria used was best available technology, drinking water
standards, ©Of analytical jaboratory detectable limits. An
allocation of 25% ot the river was used in the calculation of
iimits. ‘

The chronic standards are based upon ambient water quality
criteria developed bY the EPA to protect fresh water aquatic
1ife. The Quinnipiac River flow rate that was used ia conjunc-
tion with chronic criteria to determine the allowable loading
was 10 cubic feet per second (10 cfs). The 10 cfs flovw is an
jntermediate ¢low between the 7Q10 (2.2 cfs) and average annual
flow (31.32 cfs). The i{ntermediate flow vas eetnblisbed by the
DEP to be used with chronic criteris. 1£ the flow in the river
is less than 10 cfs, the allowable joading for paramaters based
_upon chronic criteria will be jovered by @& proportional
amount. FOT example, 1f the flow in the Quinnipiac River is 7
cfs, then the discharge 1imit for parameters based on chronic
criteria will be reduced to 70% of the permitted value for that
time when the river is flowing at 7 cis. )

Human health criteria wvere developed by the EPA and are based
upon potential effects to humans through the {ngestion of con-~
taminated water and contaminated aquatic organisms. Th- human
health criteria vere obtained from the DEP and were used in
conjunction with the average anoual river flow of 31.32 cis.
The ave}nge appual flow is utilized Zfor human heelth ecriteria
since it is based upon {ngestion over a lifetime {average con-
ditions)e 1t 1s poted that bhuman health criteria for the

Quinnipiac River 1is _extremely conservative and of limited

0015540
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applicability since this reach of the river 1is not utilized for
recreational purposes where large quantities of water or fish
could be ingested on a regular basis over & lifetime.

The Suggested No Adverse Response Levels (SNARLs) for chronic

exposure vere derived from the Acceptable Daily Intake values
computed by the National Academy of Sciences. SNARL§ assume
total exposure from drinking vater for a 10 kilogram child con-
suming 1 liter of water per day., The river flovw used in con-
junction with SNARL criteria 1is the average annual flow of
31.32 cfs, since SNARLs are also based upon average condi-
tions. '

The developed discharge l1imits are summarized in Table 1, and
are based upon methodology developed by the DEP. Any varia-
tions from this basic methodology are noted in Table 1.

fastie 30 ot
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EPFLUENT DISCHARGE LINITS

8 BECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLARD

B8CUTHIRGTON, CORNECTICUT

DIBCHARGE 001

.Parameter
z222rerer

Acetone

Acrolein

Acrylonitrile

Barium
Benzene
Bromomethane

Bromoform
Butfl Acegate

Carbon Tetrachloride

Chlorobenzene
Cbloroethane

Chloromethane
2-Chlorov1ny1ether
Chloroform

Chromium

Combined Halomethages
Copper

Cyclobexane

Dibromochloromethane

(LIMITS IR KILOGRAL'S /DAY)

Diescharge

Limit

15.3

0.13
0.67

6.13
0.77

0.10
0.19

0.13
0.31

0.94

0.75
0.30

0.27
0.30
0.13
0.19

Comments

Best Available Technology

(Ko Establiched Criteria)

Used SNARL Instead of
Human Bealth Criteria

Used Detectable Limit (No
Established Criteria)

Used Detectable Limit (No
Established Criteria)

Used Chroaic Criteria,
Not Human Health Criteris

Best Availadle Technology
(No Established Criteria)

Used Detectadble Limit (No
Established Criteria) .
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- TABLE 1 (Continued) ST
‘ EPFLUENKT DISCEARGE LIMITE SR S B
- B8OLVERTS RECOVERY BERVICE: OF KE¥ EXGLAMD .
BOUTBIKGTON, COINECTICUT
DISCHARGE 001
(LIMIT8 IN KILOGRALS/DAY)
Discharge
Parameter Limit Comzents
Kethyl Isobutyl Ketone 3.82 Best Available Tcchnology
' . (No Existing Criteria)
Nickel 0.34
4-Nitrophenol : 0.92 Used SNARL Instead of Ruman
Health Criteria
Phenol 15.7
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.20
Tetrachloroethylene 5.18 Used Chronic Instead of
Human Health
Tetrahydrofuran . 8.80 Used Best Available Tech-
nology (SNARL Criteria
Resulted in 155 Kg/Day)
1,1,1-Trichloroethane . 5.75
1,1,2-Trichloroethane . - 0.80
Trichloroethylene 1.54
Trichlorofluoromethane - ®
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol . 5.94 Used Chronic Criteria
Instead of Human Eealth
Toluene - 3.08 Besi Availadble Technology
(No Establighed Criteria)
Vinyl Chloride 10.0
Xylenes 1.82 Used SNARL and Annual

Average FPlow (No Estab-
lished Criteria)
¢ See Combined Halomethanes
ssln three limited instances, an allocation level of 50% and 100% was
utilized. This allocation will still result in protection of aquatic
organisms and can be verified by the In-Stream Vater Quality Monitoring
Program. In the event that Southington Well Kos. 4 and 6 are activat-
ed, the NPDES Permit address requirements that will have to be under-
taken to protect human bealth. - y ‘ :
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_ TABLE 1 (Continued) .
EFPPLUERT DISCHARGR LIMITS
- S8OLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICR OF KEW ESGLARD
BOUTPIRGTON, COIRECTICOT
DIBCBRARGE 001
(LIMIYS8 IN KILOGRAMS/DAY)
Discharge
Parareter Limit Cocments
1,1-Dichloroethane , 4.63
1,2-Dichloroethane ° 4.65 ,
1,1-Dichloroethylene 0.035
Trapns-1,2-Dichloroethylene 0.71 _
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.95 Used Best Availadle Tech-
nology, Chronic Criteria
Resulted in Discharge of
| 34.9 Kg/Day
Cis-1,3-Dichloropropens 1.49
Trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 1.49
2,4-Dimethylphenol - 0.13
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 1.41 Used Chronic Criteria
_ Instead of Human Health
1,4-Dioxane 1.523 . .Used 100% River Allocations®®
Ethyl Benzene ' 1.96
Hexachloroethane .3.31 .. Used Chronic Criteria
. : Instead of Human Health
Isophorone ) 7.17
Isopropyl Alcohol 38.4 50% River Allocation®s
Iron ' 9.2 Best Available Technology
» (No Established Criteria)
Lead C. 0.10 Used Detectable Limit
. Instead of Chronic Criteria
Hethylene Chloride : 0.48 Used S8NARLs and Annual
Average Plow (Ko Estabdb-
lished Criteria) »
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 38,4 Useqnggi_gi!g:_‘llgglx}Qn"
8 L NEREIYER
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October 17, 1988

Ms. Margaret Leshen, Chief
Connecticut Superfund Program
United States Environmental
Protection Agency

Region 1

J.F.K. Federal Building

HEC 6

Boston, MA 02203

Re: Solvents Recovery Service of New England, Inc.
Shallow Well Recovery System

Dear Ms. Leshen:

This letter concerns the operability of the shallow well groundwater recov-
ery system at the Solvents Recovery Service of.New England (SRSNE) Facility
in Southington, Connecticut. The operation of the system is a condition of
the Consent Decree between SRSNE and the EPA, and has been re-emphasized by
the EPA in the May 4, 1988 meeting and in your letters to SRSNE (dated May
25, 1988 and June 23, 1988). - ' '

The shallow well system is pumped via manifolded centrifugal pumps, with one
pump for five wells. Operation of the system has been hampered because of
pump failures which occurred when the wells and thus the pumps ran dry.
Imbalances in the system have caused pump failures despite the utilization
of throttling valves and pump timers.

The failure rate of the pumps led to an investigation of alternate pumping
mechanisms. "It is proposed that pneumatic pumps (Pulse Pumps manufactured
by QED Environmental Systems, per attached catalog) be installed as replace-
ments. The advantages of these pumps are that they are located in the
bottom of the wells, and can run dry without damage to the pumps. The pumps

require the installation of 1.5" well screens to replace the existing 1.25"
well screens. -

We propose, with U.S. EPA permission, to use the pneumatic pumps on a test
basis in three wells and, if the pumps perform as expected, to install them
in the remaining wells if appropriate. This is being proposed as a main-
tenance item to improve the operability of the system and ensure compliance
with the conditions of the Consent Decree.

0015546
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We would appreciate your response within two weeks in order to allow SRSNE
to place orders and hopefully complete the job before winter. If you have
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

7///%/M,_

Keith E. Warner, P.E.
Project Manager
KEW:cgk
Attachment

cc: J. Anderson
D. Kiefer

YWC, ING « 250 MONroe s fiemp o s 8400w ows O et L Lonid v 1200 080 3dne



To solve challenging groundwater cleanup and leachate
pumping problems, you need a pumping system that is
rugged enough to handle difficult underground tank leaks
and site cleanups. And because quick action is imperative,
you need equipment that is delivered fast so you can get to
work right away.

The Pulse Pump System™ from QED Environmental
Systems, Inc., provides continuous all-pneumatic pumping
of corrosive and hazardous liquids from wells and risers as
small as 2 Inches n diameter. Its simple modular
design and range of construction materials let you
customize the system with off-the-shelf components. And
the pneumatic design makes the system safe for use with
potentially explosive liquids.

The simplicity, ruggedness and availability of the Puise

Pump make it the economical answer to groundwater
clcanup challenges.

Simplicity. The Pulsc Pump system is easy to install.
One person can set it up in minutes with snap-together
tubing fittings and casy to follow directions. The simplc
non-clectric design means that maintenance is minimal
and casy.

Ruggedness.  Pulse Pump components are available
i range of materials to deal with different types of
hazardous liquids, Straightfonvard design and tough

Availability. Because the Pulse Pump System is made up
of regularly stocked components, you can select the parts you
need and have them delivered quickly, usually in about a week.

Economy. Modular design keeps initial costs low, and makes
replacement of parts or tubing simple. Simplicity and
ruggedness mean you save on maintenance. Availability lets
you deal with your cleanup problem quickly, before it gets out
of control. And for added convenience, pumps are available
to fit wells as small as 2 Inches in dlameter, so you

can begin cleanup quickly, using existing monitoring wetls.

Simplicity. Ruggedness. Avallability. Economy.
These key benefits make the Pulse Pump System the first
choice for value.

Pump air supply rose —

Uquid _——-l
Oischarge tube

Exhaust vaive.

Basicpumping ¢
systemdiagram

CONSIUCHON 11 few repairs.
Voynght 1988 OET ZoL 0mmar ) Systems ing .
% an94.188 ' Environmental

Q E D (.00155 as
Fo00524 2035 11

Faes3i3955 72

Systems, Inc.

\rhor b1 $3106
stegan 10505 2837 InCarita 313285000
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. Designing your system -

You create your customized Pulse Pump System by select-
ing the pump and controller most suited to your needs. Well
caps, tubing packages, cxhaust valves and remote well opcra-
tors arc ordered to match the pump and controller models
you choose.

Pumps

Pumps arc available to fit wells down to 1.5 in diameter,
and come in a range of materials including PVC, brass and
Teflon*. These pumps are tough enough to pump solids,
and can pump dry without damage.

Liquid flow rates from the pump range from 0.25 t0 6.0
gallons per minute, depending on model, submergence
and configuration. Flow curves are available in the
application guide. :

The pumps operate on the all-pneumatic gas displacement
principle, which means they are intrinsically safe for
pumping in explosive conditions. And all pumps can pump
against 230 feet of Total Dynamic Head (TDH).

Intake screens are available for each pump model, to allow
the pump to sit on the bottom of the well. A floating layer
inlet attachment is available for most models to convert the
pump for collection of thin floating layers in the well

Controllers

Three conroller models are available. A basic model
provides continuous pumping; another features on/off level
control, and a third has both on/off level contro! and a
convenient liquid level gauge mounted on the outside of the
controller case. An optional mounting bracket allows easy
mounting 10 a vertical pipe or well casing.

With the on/ofT level control option, liquid level is detected
by a bubbler tube placed at the desired liquid level in the
well, so the pump operates only when it is needed.

Convrollers feature all-pneumatic design for safe operation.
They are housed in weatherproof boxes, and are rcliable
s casy to service. Pump refill and discharge cycles

Ctleton ig o registered trademark of the E.l. DuPont Corporation.

and operating pressures arc adjustable, so you can casily.
achieve the most efficient pcr‘k)onnancc from your pump.

The controller requires 3.0 SCFM at 100 psi dry air supply
for maximum pump performance.

Remote Well Operator

To save you money, remote well operating devices allow a
single controller to operate more than one pump in different
wells. Remote well operators and exhaust valves are
installed at each well, and an additional exhaust valve is
installed onto the controller.

Well Caps

Caps are available standard to fit well casings 2" and larger,
and to provide terminal finings for both operating air, liquid
discharge and optional or/off level control tubing. Custom
caps can be designed to meet special needs. Caps for
systems with two pumps in one well are also available.
Pump position can be changed easily by adjusting the
tubing through the cap.

Tubing

Tubing packages are available to match each pump model.
Tubing comes in polyethylene, Teflon and UV-protected
nylon in the appropriate sizes for each pump model.

Tubing can also be purchased separately in all materials and
sizes to complete tubing runs. Various tubing fittings
(Tees, Ells, Couplers, etc.) with easy-to-install connccters,
are available to attach to your surface discharge and air
supply plumbing systems.

Exhaust Valves

Quick exhaust valves, positioncd abowe the well cap with
2" pump models, and on the air line beneath the well cap
with 4" pump models, vent compressed air during the pump
refill cycle. One is required for each pump in a system.
Variations are available for different well and system
configurations.

Call 1-800-624-2026 now to speak with our
applications engineers about vour recovery
pumping needs and to receive our detailed Pulse
Pump Application Guide.
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‘ P U I se P um p ™ peumatic Pumping System

Contaminated Liquid Pumping:

Pulse Pump is shown partially submerged in a column of Bubbler wbe

contaminated liquid. An optional bubbler tube and on/off level L Discharge tbe
control are to the left of the pump. On/off level control is useful .
in risers that recover more slowly than the pump's flow rate. It — Air supply tibe
insures that the pump operates only when liquid is available to
pump.
Since all liquid contacting parts can be constructed of a variety ——— Pulse Pump
of plastics and/or metals, Pulse Pump can be used with a wide body
range of corrosive and/or organically aggressive liquids.
Thick Floating Layer Pumping:

Pulse Pump is shown here partially submerged in a floating
layer. Pulse Pump can pump liquid down to within 4 inches
of the pump bottom, allowing recovery of floating layers
thicker than 6 inches. A bubbler tube and on/off level control
are available if the floating layer recovers more slowly than Floating
the pump's flow rate. layer
Since Pulse Pump operates pneumatically, it is safe for Water
explosive liquid pumping. :

continued ocher side

E D Environmental
Systems, Inc.

P.0.Box 3726, Ann Arbor, MI 48106

800/624-2026 In Michigan, 313/995-2547
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P u I se P um p ™ pneumatic Pumping System

Thin Floating Layer Recovery:

An optional thin layer recovery inlet is available for Pulse Pulse Pum
Pump. This attachment allows Pulse Pump to recover ) _ P
thin floating layers by moving the effective pump inlet from SE Thin floating
the bottom of the pump to the very top. The floating layer g layer
flows over the top edge of the inlet and fills Pulse Pump.
By adjusting the number of pump cycles and the purnping Thin layer
duration, an economical and reliable floating layer recovery inlet
system can be configured.
Floating Layer Recovery with Drawdown Pump:
Pulse Pump, teamed with an electric submersible draw- - | —
down pump, will recover a floating layer from a high
recovery well. Pulse Pump is moved up or down in \1 /-
the recovery well as needed to maximize recovery H {1 Pulse Pump with
effectiveness. | 1 1 thin layer inlet
Pulse Pump operates pneumnatically, making it ideal 2
for the recovery of explosive liquids. : - -] §— Drawdown pump
Sinking Layer Pumping:
To pump a sinking layer, Pulse Pump fills from the
bottom through a 2 inch screen, so that the sinking liquids
fill the pump. The wide selection of materials available a5
for the liquid contacting parts allows Pulse Pump to Water
be used with most types of sinking layer organics.
, Sinking
layer

- E D Environmental
- Systems, Inc.
P.O. Box 3726, Ann Arbor, M1 48106
- 800/624-2026 InMichigan, 313/995-2547
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

November 7, 1989

James Hulm, Vice President
Solvents Recovery Services of
New England, Inc.
. P.0. Box 362 Lazy Lane
Southington, CT 06489

Dear Mr. Hulm:

EPA has completed its review of SRSNE's proposal to modify the
on-site groundwater recovery system on a test basis as outlined
in the October 17, 1988 letter from YWC, the June 22, 1989 letter
from TRC, and the September 12, 1989 letter from SRSNE, as
qualified by the stipulations in the December 9, 1988 letter to
SRSNE from EPA. By submitting this proposal, SRSNE has signalled
its recognition that the on-site system is not in compliance with
the Consent Decree entered between EPA and SRSNE in February of
1983. However, EPA has concluded that the proposal as written
fails to provide for changes which would be necessary to bring
the system into compliance with the Consent Decree. In order to
prepare such a proposal, SRSNE must act in accordance with
paragraph 8(G) of that Decree, which requires that:

"In the event the cone of influence maintained by the
operation of the groundwater recovery system cannot meet the
projected influence of the system approved by EPA pursuant
to paragraph 8(B) hereof, due to design or construction
deficiencies, SRSNE shall promptly submit to EPA for
approval such modified engineering design spe01f1catlons as
shall be necessary to meet the projected influence'.

Since only three wells are involved in the proposal submitted by

TRC on SRSNE's behalf, the implementation of the proposal could

not possibly achieve the projected influence of the system

approved by EPA pursuant to the Consent Decree. Moreover, SRSNE

has failed to give any indication of whether the proposal is part

of an overall plan to eventually attain the projected influence

and, if so, how it relates to that overall plan. -

As specified by EPA staff to Mr. Bartley in a telephone
conversation on September 7, 1989, SRSNE must submit a
technically complete and clear proposal in order to comply with
the Consent Decree. This proposal should detail the
modifications to the system and, at a minimum, include the
following:

.

’

! The terms "cone of influence" and "influence" are defined

in paragraph 8.B (p. 3) of the Consent Decree.

so . .. ExHI8ITIq
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1) a schedule for field activities to be undertaken;

2) a summary of all currently known information about the
local hydrogeology and a description of the hydrogeological
information to be obtained;

3) locations, methods and materials relating to well
installations;

4) pump design plans;

5) complete descriptions and raw data relating to aquifer
tests, including pumping rates and cones of influence;

6) hydraulic verification through the installation of an
adequate array of piezometers (e.g. one cluster near each
pumping well and one cluster between each pair of pumping
wells) to measure in three dimensions the hydraulic gradient
established to prevent the off-site mlgratlon of subsurface
contaminants;

7) clarification of all terms used in the proposal;

8) provisions for daily readings of pump controllers with
weekly measurements from the wells themselves; and

9) verification of groundwater quality improvements through
monitoring.

EPA will not prevent SRSNE from conducting tests of the on-site
system that could constitute the first phase of a proposal which
complies with paragraph 8(G) of the Consent Decree. However,
SRSNE must be aware that the proposed work, because it is not
part of modified engineering designs and specifications approved
by EPA in accordance with paragraph 8(G) of the Consent Decree,
will result in SRSNE remaining out of compliance with paragraph 8
of the Consent Decree. EPA therefore recommends that SRSNE
incorporate its current proposal into a comprehensive plan for
achieving and verifying a cone of influence in accordance with
the Consent Decree, using the nine above-listed conditions and
the information in EPA's December 9, 1988 letter to SRSNE.

’If a plan for overall modification provides for enlarging
existing boreholes and testing part of the system at the onset,
such plan should include which wells will be enlarged.
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As you know, in addition to the Consent Decree violations
discussed above, SRSNE is currently more than two years
delinquent with regard to the reporting requirements stated in
paragraph 8(E) of the Consent Decree. Under this paragraph,
SRSNE should be submitting hydraulic performance reports on a
quarterly basis. The last hydraulic performance report received
by EPA is dated October 23, 1987. It should be noted that the
hydraulic performance reports received by EPA were almost all
submitted late, failed to report measurements from all eighteen
approved hydraulic verification wells, and failed to include
updated groundwater contour maps, all of which are required by
the Consent Decree and/or the on-site engineering report approved
pursuant to the Consent Decree.

As stated in the Consent Decree, the hydraulic performance
reports should describe (with the use of groundwater contour
maps) how the on-site groundwater recovery system is preventing
the off-site migration of subsurface contaminants and extending
its influence to the maximum practicable extent to off-site
contamination. 1In addition to the above, EPA and DEP expect that
forthcoming hydraulic performance reports will be submitted on a
timely basis and will include data from all of the approved
wells.

If you have any questions regarding the information contained in
this letter, please contact Matthew Hoagland of my staff at
(617) 573-9666.

Sincerely,

M A LM{W

Margar at Leshen, Chief
Connec icut Superfund Section

cc: Matthew Hoagland, EPA
John PodgursRkRi, EPA
Donna Kiefer, EPA, Office of Regional Counsel
Margaret Leshen, Chief, CT Superfund Section
John Anderson, Deputy Commissioner, DEP
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'SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE

OF NEW ENGLAND, INC.
P.O. BOX 362

SOUTHINGTON, CONN. 06489

TELEPHONE: (203) 621-8383
TELECOPIER: (203) 621-0810

CERTIFIED MAIL -- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

November 22, 1989

Margaret Leshen, Chief

Connecticut Superfund Section .
United States Environmental Protection
, Agency

Region I

J. F. Kennedy Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203-2211

RE: SRSNE On-Site Groundwater System

Dear Ms. Leshen:

We have received on November 20, 1989 your letter
dated November 7, 1989 concerning SRSNE'’s proposed testing
of modified pumps in three wells in the on-site groundwater

recovery sy sstem. This test was proposed because previous
pump motors in these wells would burn out when the wells
were pumped dry. SRSNE has previously admitted that the

motors were not supposed to burn out, that new pumps were
needed, and that this testing would determine whether the
-nhew pumps would permit the system to function as designed.

In light of your comment on Page 2 of the 1letter ' that
"EPA will not prevent SRSNE from conducting tests of the
on-site system that could constitute the first phase of a
proposal which complies with Paragraph 8 (G) of the consent
decree." SRSNE intends to go forward with the test
starting next week. SRSNE understands that this testing o
may not constitute a complete approach for making sure that
the on-site system performs as designed, but SRSNE believes
that this testing is a necessary first step to determine
exactly what further measures should be taken.

N

. - CEXHIRIT 20
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Margaret Leshen, Chief
November 22, 1989
Page 2

SRSNE’s consultants will be undertaking an analysis of
what to include in the more complete proposal concurrentl
with conducting the tests as previously described in
SRSNE’s earlier correspondence. Of course, our consultants
will also advise USEPA when the actual testing will take

place.

- Sincerely,
Carleton H. Boll
President

CHB/els
cc: Certified Mail/RRR

Matthew Hoagland, EPA

John Podgurski, EPA

Donna Kiefer, EPA, Office of Regional Counsel
John Anderson, Deputy Commissioner, DEP

bce: James Stewart, Esqg.
Mark Sussman, Esq.
Russell Bartley
James R. Hulmui-
Kenneth W. Knight
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SOLVYENTS RECOVERY SERVICE

0015561
SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF NEW ENGLAND, INC.
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION COSTS -- 1983 - August 1990
1. Settlement Costs
Southington Board of Water Commissioners $ 69,778
Connecticut Fund for the Environment 10,000
2. Payments to YWC for Groundwater
Remediation Activities: 1983 107,573
1984 77,119
1985 63,000 (1)
1986 70,428
1987 33,429
1988 23,537
3. Cost of On-Site System (S. B. Church) 136,840
4. Cost of Off-Site System (Innes Construction) 215,851
5. Estimate Start Up Cost - On-Site 50,200
6. Additional Monitoring Wells
C. Welti & Supervision (3) 4,972
Associated Boring & Supervision (3) 2,956
7. Q.E.D. Pumps 6,381
8. TRC - 1989/1990 52,930 (z2)
9. S. B. Church - 1989/1990 ' 19,580
TOTAL $950,574

NOTES: (1) Estimated at 50% of billing.
(2) Includes estimate at 50% of billing, May 1990.
(3) Telcone K. Warner, August 24, 1990

EXHIBIT 2.2




